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PREFACE 


4 Pale following sketch of the history and contents of the 
New Testament is necessarily a sketch only. His- 
torical, literary, and textual criticism, and the question of 
the Canon, require increasing specialization, which makes 
a whole library necessary for a full treatment of the New 
Testament. But as the study advances there is need at 
intervals for a brief conspectus of the material in one 
volume, such as will put the reader who is not an expert 
or a professed student in possession of the salient points. 
He wants to know in outline how the New Testament 
as a whole, and each book in it, reached its present form, 
when and where each acquired canonical authority, the 
chief problems which the study of them raises, historical, 
literary, and textual, and broadly what each is about and 
what it contains. It is the aim of the present volume 
to supply such a need. 

I greatly regret that I was unable to make use of 
Provost (formerly Archbishop) Bernard’s work on the 
Fourth Gospel in the International Critical Commentary, 
but I am glad to find that the views that I have expressed 
agree to a large extent with his. 

It is venturesome to write an Introduction to the New 
Testament in Dublin, where Dr. Salmon’s learning, en- 
riched with brilliance and humour, has caused his name 
to be revered as that of a master and a giant. But a large 
proportion of this book is concerned with results reached 
since his day, which are so numerous that the attempt to 
record them may be forgiven. 

A. H. MN. 


Trinity Cottece, Dustin. 
Easter 1927. 
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I. THE NEW TESTAMENT 


Heals title, as applied to the collection of sacred Christian 

writings, is often used with no clear understanding of 
its meaning. A ‘testament’ is strictly a ‘will’, a last will 
and testament made by some one before his death and 
binding upon his survivors after it. But that does not 
explain the title. The Latin ¢estamentum also has this 
meaning, apart from the Bible and writings connected with 
it. In non-biblical Greek the word d:aOjnn (diathéke), of 
which ¢estamentum is the equivalent, means similarly a ‘will’. 
But a will is only a particular instance of a binding 
arrangement or disposition ; and in the Bible dzatheke bears 
that wider meaning in various applications. In the Greek 
Old Testament it is the rendering of the Hebrew "3 (b°r77h), 
which never meansa ‘will’. It is with the Hebrew mean- 
ings, therefore, that a study of the word must begin. 

(a) Either God or man can lay a binding obligation upon 
himself. It is then an ‘undertaking’ or ‘promise’. (6) It 
can be imposed upon another, in the form of an ‘ordinance’ 
or ‘command’. (c) When an undertaking is mutually 
entered into by two parties, it is a ‘covenant’ or ‘agree- 
ment’ or ‘pact’. The Israelite nation were deeply in- 
fluenced by the thought that when they became Yahweh’s 
people at Sinai He and they entered into such a covenant ; 
they received from Him a body of commands, and He 
promised His blessing and protection in the event of their 
obedience. (6:a0%«n occurs in this sense of mutual agree- 
ment in Aristoph. Birds, 439, but normally in non-biblical 
Greek the word used for that is cuvO4xn.) Since d:adjKn 
was the LXX equivalent of b%rth in all these various 
senses, it was taken over by New Testament writers with 
the same elastic force. But they added to it two other 
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meanings: (d) Both St. Paul (Gal. iii. 15) and the author of 
Hebrews (ix. 17) illustrate the dealings of God with His 
people by reference to the ordinary non-biblical meaning, 
a human ‘will’ or ‘testament’. (¢) Finally, we reach the 
sense from which was derived the use in our title, 1. e. a ‘ dis- 
pensation’, ‘végime’. There were two eras in the world’s 
history, in which there were two diathekai, the one involving 
slavery, the other freedom (Gal. iv. 24-6). The conditions 
of the ‘old diatheké’ were written on tablets of stone; and 
if the giving of them, says St. Paul, was accompanied by 
divine glory, how much more glorious must be the ‘new 
dtatheké’ (2 Cor. iii. 4-11). What we call the Old and the 
New Testaments are two collections of writings containing 
the divine message which belong respectively to the two 
dispensations. Melito, Bishop of Sardis (c. a. D. 170), speaks 
of ‘the books of the old diathéke’ (ap. Eus. H. E. iv. 26); 
and at about the end of that century Clement of Alexandria 
and Tertullian employ the expressions radaia diabyjxn, 
vetus testamentum, and véa 6:a0., novum test., as the actual 
titles of the two collections of books. 


BOOKS 


J. Hastings’ Dici. of the Bible, articles ‘Covenant’ and ‘ Testament’. 

J. B. Lightfoot, Galatians, p. 141. 

A. H. M*Neile, Exodus, pp. 150-2. 

J. H. Moulton andG., Milligan, Vocabulary of the Greek Testament, s.v. 
dtadjkn. 

B. F. Westcott, Hebrews, pp. 298-302. 


i STH EsSY NOPRIC-GOSPELS 


§ 1. Early Stages 


LITTLE group of Jews in the capital of Judaism 

began one day to proclaim to all and sundry that 
a young Man, who had just been executed as a revolu- 
tionary, had risen from the dead, and was the Messiah. 
This obviously invited derision, and worse, unless con- 
vincing proof were forthcoming. The repeated and con- 
fident witness of those who had seen Him alive after His 
death, and the ecstatic and moving inspiration with which 
they pressed their message, were enough at the outset to 
convince quite a number of persons. But in the conserva- 
tive air of Judaism no message could gain wide acceptance 
without the only sort of proof that was felt to be worth any- 
thing—the proof from Scripture. If Jesus was the Messiah, 
Scripture must have foretold His death and resurrection. 
And the early Christians found no difficulty in showing 
that it did. And not only the death and resurrection, 
and the outpouring of the Spirit that followed, but many 
of the detailed circumstances of His life. After the first 
flaming proclamation Christian preaching inevitably took 
the form of apologia, ‘proving that this is the Messiah’ 
(Acts ix. 22). When St. Paul had given the same message 
at Beroea, and supported it in the same way, his hearers 
each day looked up in the Scriptures the passages adduced 
in order to verify and understand them (xvil. 11). 

It was from this invariable need of afo/ogia that Christian 
literature must have taken its rise, in the writing down of 
Old Testament passages, together with events in which 
they found fulfilment. This practice began at an early 
date; and the writings wouid be in the native Aramaic of 
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Palestinian Jews. But while proofs were needed to con- 
vince opponents, those who were convinced, and believed 
in the Messiahship of Jesus, would ask for more. Not, 
indeed, at the very beginning, when His Advent was 
expected any day in the immediate future. But as time 
went on, interest in the details of His life increased. What 
manner of man was this? How did He spend His time? 
Above all, what did He teach? Thus round the reminis- 
cences of the events for which Old Testament predictions 
could be adduced other reminiscences would grow, all 
glowing with the character and spirit of Him who was 
believed to be the foreordained Son of God. 

Behind our Gospels, then, lay these two strata—written 
testimonia, or Old Testament proofs, and oral reminis- 
cences ; the latter, however, in many cases, would before 
long be written down, also in Aramaic, and treasured as 
fresh material by mission preachers. Many think that these 
testimonia are referred to in the statement of Papias, Bishop 
of Hierapolis, in the first half of the second century, for 
which he claims the authority of an ‘Elder’, i.e. probably 
a Christian of an earlier date, who lived very near to the 
events which he relates: Mar@aios pév otv ‘EBpatd: duadéxr@ 
Ta Oya ovveypadWato Apunvevoe S adTad os jv duvaros 
éxaotos. ‘Matthew compiled the /ogia! in the Hebrew 


1 Papias himself wrote a work in five books entitled (according to 
Eus. doc. cit.) ‘Expositions of Oracles of the Lord’, Xoyiov kupraxay 
eEnynoews (sic; probably -ynoes or -ynows). Dr. Lawlor, Dean of St. 
Patrick’s, Professor of Ecclesiastical Historyin the University of Dublin 
(Eusebius on Papias, in Hermathena, vol. xx), argues that Jogia does not 
mean simply ‘Sayings’. He suggests that the expression Adya kuptakd 
is borrowed from Papias by Irenaeus, who seems to use it in the sense 
of ‘matters relating to the Lord’, from which heretics draw false 
inferences. He also has the expression ra Adya rod xvpiov, which 
appears to mean specifically ‘the Gospels’. If so, the work of Papias 
was, in fact, an exposition of some of the contents of the Gospel. But 
when Papias quotes the Elder as saying simply that Matthew compiled 
the Adya, he cannot mean ‘the Gospels’; and the article forbids either 
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[i. e. Aramaic] language, and each person interpreted them 
as he was able’ (af. Eus. H. E. iii. 39). The First Gospel 
is not a translation from the Aramaic ; so that if the evidence 
of Papias is to have any weight, the work of the Apostle, 
whatever it was, must have been earlier. But since much 
of it was incorporated in the First Gospel, his name became 
attached to it in tradition. The occurrence in the First 
Gospel of expressions such as ‘that it might be fulfilled’ 
(il. 15, 17, 23; iV. 14; viii. 17; xii. 17; xiii. 35; xxi. 4) is thought 
to favour the idea that the Apostle made the earliest, or 
the most popular, collection of proof texts from the Old 
Testament, and that each reader ‘ interpreted ’, i. e. thought 
out for himself, to the best of his ability the fulfilments of 
them; or that to his collection of texts he himself added 
short accounts of the events in which they were fulfilled, 
and each reader ‘translated’ them from Aramaic into his 
own tongue. But the passages in Matt. which speak of 
the fulfilment of the Old Testament are not, after all, 
numerous or important enough to have caused the com- 
piler’s name to be attached to it. 

A better explanation is that the Apostle compiled in 

Aramaic! a collection of Gospel material of which the dis- 
courses and sayings of Jesus formed the larger part, with 
short narratives describing the occasions on which they 
were uttered ; and various persons translated it according 
to their ability. 
“a Gospel’ or ‘ some of the contents of the Gospel’. Westcott (some- 
time Bishop of Durham) thought that the word must be given ‘its 
necessary notion of scriptural authority’; but its notion of sacred 
authority is all that is necessary. And the word is best explained, 
with Streeter, as ‘the (original) discourses’, They were sacred and 
authoritative, they were divine oracles, because they were Christ’s. 


4 Dalman (Professor of Theology in the University of Leipzig), The 
Words of Jesus (transl. Kay, 1902, pp. 57-71), is sceptical about any 
written Semitic original. On this see Stanton (sometime Regius 
Professor of Divinity, Cambridge), The Gospels as Historical Docu- 
ments, vol. ii, p. 63 f. 
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But the other Apostles in their preaching would con- 
stantly relate reminiscences of the Lord’s sayings and 
doings. And what the Elder says about St. Peter (Eus. 
ibid.) must have been true of them all, that they related 
them mpds ras xpefas, as the needs, moral or apologetic, of 
their audiences on each occasion required, and not as 
making a ovvyragis, a formal or logical arrangement. Early 
tradition, starting with this passage of Papias, has it that 
Mark followed Peter as his interpreter. And he collected, 
as fully and accurately as he could, and wrote down in 
Greek, as much as he could remember of these scattered 
and occasional teachings of the Apostle. The passage is 
full of ambiguities, and each reader must ‘interpret it as 
he is able’: kal rod’ 6 mpecBuirepos ereye. Madpxos pev 
épunveutyns ITérpou yevipevos doa éuvnpovevoev &kpiBds éypa- 
ev, ov pévro. TaEEL, TA WTO Xpiorod 7) AexOévra 7 mpaxOerra. 
ore yap Hkouce Tov Kupiov ov're rapynkoAovbnoer aiT@® torepov 
dé, as Epny, Ilérpo, bs mpos Tas xpetas Eroteiro Tas Oidackanrias, 
aX’ obx Bomep ovYTa~Ly TaV Kupiakav wrotodpevos Noyav" bare 
ovdev Huapte Médpxos, otrws Evia ypdvras os drepynpovevoer. 
évos yap Emoincato mpdvo.ay, Tod pndey Sy HKovoe Tapadtreiv 
) Wetoacbatl Ti év adrois. 

‘This also the Elder said: Mark, having become (i.e. con- 

stituting himself) Peter’s interpreter, wrote down accurately— 


not, however, in order—all that he remembered of the things _ 


either said or done by Christ. For he was neither a hearer 
nor a follower of the Lord, but a follower, as I have said, of 
Peter at a later time; and Peter delivered his instructions to 
meet the needs of the moment, but with no attempt to give 
the Lord’s words in any systematic arrangement. So that 
Mark was not wrong in thus writing down some things as 
he recollected them, for the one thing that he was careful 
of was to omit nothing of what he had heard or to make 
any false statement.’ 


Thus behind our Gospels two lines of tradition are 
traceable—St. Matthew’s Aramaic collection of the Lord’s 
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discourses, and St. Peter’s Aramaic instructions. Other 


lines which cannot be traced are the Aramaic instructions 


given by all the Apostles, which doubtless left a precipitate 
in the sources used by the Evangelists. The first stages 
of the written sources, the development in Greek of 
St. Matthew’s collection, known as Q, St. Mark’s Greek 
reproduction of St. Peter’s teaching, and others, will be 
studied later; and the way in which the authors of the 
First and Third Gospels seem to have used them to build 
up their writings. These two, together with St. Mark’s, 
are called ‘synoptic’ because the three give in general the 
same view of our Lord’s life, and follow broadly the same 
narrative framework, with a similarity in language, voca- 
bulary, and the selection of material, which marks a kinship 
in which they stand apart from the Fourth Gospel. 

But all four Evangelists aimed at setting forth the ‘Gospel’, 
the good tidings of Jesus Christ. So that some time after 
the separate Gospels had become known and reverenced 
everywhere, there were prefixed to them in the earliest 
manuscripts that we possess (dating from the fourth century) 
the titles xara Ma@aiov, kara Mépxov and so on—the one 
Gospel ‘according to Matthew’, &c.1 


§ 2. Characteristics and Motives 


But historians are not mere chroniclers of bare events. 
To the true historian the past is not the ‘dead past’ which 
can be left to bury its dead; it is alive, with a meaning for 
the present. And an ancient historian generally allowed 
his conceptions of its meaning to set their mark upon his 
narrative more strongly than is permitted by the modern 
feeling of the importance of accuracy. He always wrote 
with presuppositions and a purpose, political, moral, re- 

1 For a new theory to explain the use of the word ‘Gospel’ as 


the title of a book see Streeter (Fellow of Queen’s College, Oxford, 
Canon of Hereford), The Four Gospels, p. 497 f. 
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ligious, and so on. And the writers of the Gospels show 
that they were not exceptions; each of them emphasizes 
particular aspects of the message which he felt to be 
important. 

(a) Matthew. Although the First Gospel was composed 
from existing material, the evangelist used it in such a way 
as to serve a definite purpose. By selection, arrangement, 
and comment, and by numerous alterations of wording, 
he made clear the meaning that he found in the events and 
in the utterances of Jesus. His aim was to show that 
Christianity was the true consummation of Judaism. It 
was an afologia pro vita sua of the Christian Church, 
offered to the Jews. ‘Jesus the true messiah, born and 
trained under the Jewish law, and yet Lord of a Church 
whose inward faith, organization, procedure, and world- 
wide scope transcended the legal limitations of Judaism— 
this is the dominant conception of Matthew’s Gospel from 
beginning to end.’ ‘He wishes to show that, in spite of 
the contemporary rupture between Judaism and Chris- 
tianity, there has been a divine continuity realized in the 
origin and issues of faith in Jesus as the Christ.’ ‘The three 
sacred possessions of Judaism’—the chosen People, the 
Temple, and the Law—‘ have thus passed into higher uses, 
as a result of the life of Jesus the Christian messiah. It is 
Matthew’s aim to justify this transition by showing from 
the life of Jesus how it was not the claim of a heretical 
sect who misread the Bible by the light of their own pre- 
sumptuousness, but the realization of a divine purpose and 
the verification of divine prophecies in the sphere of 
history.’ The same thought, that Christians are the true 
Israel, is expressed in other ways elsewhere in the New 
Testament, in the Lucan writings, Hebrews, 1 Peter, and 
the Apocalypse. It is not a leading thought of St. Paul; he 


* J. Moffatt (Professor at the United Free Church College, Glasgow), 
Introd. to the Literature of the N. T., p. 244. 


CHARACTERISTICS AND MOTIVES 9 


was too much occupied with the ‘contemporary rupture’. 
But when his victory for Gentiles was won, the continuity 
was recognized to be an essential factor in the Church’s 
life, which it was important to claim and prove. But the 
First Evangelist does it by a method peculiar to himself. 
He was both a thorough Jew, acquainted with Rabbinic 
thought, and not averse to the use of midrash, and at the 
same time a Christian Churchman; and he fuses sources 
written from different points of view in such a way that 
the two aspects sometimes appear side by side, so that they 
can be studied separately. 

(1) Asa Jew he is interested in everything which can be 
interpreted with a particularistic force, showing the impor- 
tance and permanence of Jewish ideas and customs: e.g. 
Weto, 19; Vil.63 Vil. 7) 17> x. 5b, 63 xilt. 52; XV. 245 xx. 20; 
XXlll. 2, together with the many eschatological utterances 
attributed to Jesus. And he reveals his Rabbinic habit of 
mind by the devices which he adopts in the arrangement 
of his material. For convenience to the memory in Church 
instruction he groups incidents and sayings in twos, threes, 
fives, and sevens (see Allen,? St. Matthew, p. lxv), and the 
Genealogy in fourteens, thus offering what appears to be 
a sort of acrostic on the name David, of which the numerical 
value of the Hebrew letters is fourteen (Box,® /nferpreter, 
Jan. 1906). That which made it possible for him to be 
a scribe, bringing forth from his treasure things new and 
old, was the fact that Jesus whowields universal sovereignty 
was at the same time the Messiah of Hebrew ancestry. 
This is taught in the Genealogy traced through the royal 
line, and inthe worship offered by the Magians to Him that 
was born King of the Jews. The royal authority of the 
King is seen in the repeated ‘But I say unto you’ in the 

1 If, as is probable, the words are to be understood as a question. 


* Formerly Archdeacon of Manchester. 
’ Professor of Hebrew, King’s College, London. 
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Sermon on the Mount, expressing His independence in 
interpreting the Jewish law in its true inwardness. The 
same independence is shown in His repudiation of some 
of the enactments in the ‘tradition of the elders’. And if 
He was superior to the law and the tradition, He was 
superior to the law and the prophets, a truth conveyed in 
the vision of the Transfiguration. Again, He was superior 
to the claims of Caesar the earthly monarch, as He asserted 
in the statement that ‘the children are free’ of the duty of 
paying the stater or didrachm, which He paid only to avoid 
giving offence. Eight times His royal descent is recognized 
when He is addressed as ‘Son of David’, and the same 
title is given to Joseph (i. 20). The entry into Jerusalem 
was a manifestation of loyalty to One who was popularly 
supposed to be about to restore the Jewish monarchy ; and 
He accepted it as symbolic of something greater and more 
spiritual. When Pilate asked Him, ‘Art thou the king of 
the Jews?’ He again accepted the title, but as expressing 
something which the procurator was quite unable to under- 
stand. And there was a deep irony in the mockery by the 
soldiers, and in the /¢¢u/us on the Cross. 

The evangelist saw in Him also the more spiritual hopes 
of the Jewish apocalyptic. St. Peter’s confession of His 
Messiahship forms an important turning-point in His 
history. Jesus then began to speak of Himself as ‘the Son 
of Man’, and openly to predict His future Messianic glory, 
His Advent and Judgment. Finally, He claimed to have 
been given all authority in heaven and on earth. Add to 
these the references to the fulfilment in Him of Old Testa- 
ment predictions, and it will be seen that the author’s 
heart, like the Psalmist’s, overflowed with a goodly matter : 
he spoke of the things that he had made touching the 
King. 

(2) But with the King is bound up the Kingdom. If 
Christ was the fulfilment of Israelite hopes, the Christian 
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Church was the fulfilment of Israel. The national privileges 
of the Jews had passed into the possession of the few who 
were the true Israelites; see iii. 12; viii. 11 f.; xiii. 11-17; 
36-43, 47-50; xix. 27-30; xxi. 28-31, 33~43; xxii. 8-10, 14, 
and all the teaching on those who were fitted to enter or 
possess the Kingdom. They were the sacred ecclesva as it 
ought to be. The evangelist writes as a ‘Churchman’, and 
shows a strong ecclesiastical interest. Christ’s followers 
were His ecclesia which He would build upon the rock, the 
sure foundation of His Messiahship which St. Peter had 
confessed (xvi. 18). To St. Peter (v. 18) and to the members 
of the Church as a body (xviii. 18) was given the authority 
to bind and loose, i.e. to declare things forbidden and per- 
mitted; and the latter passage immediately follows an 
injunction (v. 17) to report an offending and contumacious 
brother to the ecclesia ; and, if he disregarded the ecclesia, 
to treat him as outside the pale of society. They were to 
possess, therefore, the powers, such as were exercised in 
the Jewish Church, of legislature and excommunication. 
To St. Peter would be given administrative power, ‘the 
keys of the Kingdom of Heaven’ (xvi. 19), and all the 
Twelve should sit on thrones judging the twelve tribes of 
Israel (xix. 28). Membership in this community was to be 
acquired by Baptism (xxviii. 19). Wherever two or three 
members met for prayer, Christ would be in their midst 
(xviii. 20). And, as in the Jewish Church, there would be 
prophets (x. 41; xxiii. 34), wise men (xxiii. 34), and scribes 
(xili. 52; XXill. 34). 

The working out of this conception that Christ and His 
ecclesia are the fulfilment of the Jewish Messianic hopes 
and of the Jewish sacred people explains the presence in 
the Gospel of a strong anti-Pharisaic polemic (see Allen, 
pp. Ixxvi ff.), since it was the Pharisees who prevented the 
Jewish ecclesia from being what it might be. At the same 
time the evangelist was glad to include passages which 
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pointed to the drawing in of the Gentiles into the embrace 
of this Church which has reached that for which the Jewish 
Church was destined. This is not the universalism of 
St. Paul or St. Luke, but of the highest minds in Israel 
of old. Magians from the East (ii. 1-12), ‘Galilee of the 
Gentiles’ (iv. 14-16), a centurion’s servant (vill. 5-13; see 
especially v. 11 f.), a Canaanite woman (xv. 22-8), ‘all the 
world’ (xxvi. 13), could share in the blessings available 
through the coming of the King. ‘In His name shall the 
Gentiles trust’ (xii. 21). ‘This Gospel shall be preached in 
all the world for a witness unto all the Gentiles’ (xxiv. 14). 
‘Go, therefore, and make disciples of all the Gentiles’ 
(XxXVill. 19). 

Lastly, for life in the new ecclesia the Jewish law and 
tradition are transcended by the law as interpreted by the 
Messiah (v. 21-48; vi. 1-18; ix. 10-13; xil. 1-8, 9-14; XV. 
1-20; xvi. 11 f.; xvli. I-5; XXil. 23-33, 34-40; Xxili. 1-28; 
XXV. 31-46). 

The keynote of the Gospel is ‘I am not come to destroy 
but to fulfil’. That principle conserved all that was good 
in Judaism by finding it in Christianity. Particularism and 
universalism thus stand side byside. And itis unnecessary 
to think of either as introduced by interpolation or editing ; 
the author, as has been said, used sources written from the 
two points of view, and his own bent of mind was such that 
he would not neglect either of them, but amalgamated them. 

(6) Mark. The Second Gospel is less complex in its 
character and purpose. ‘ Messiah’ did not connote for the 
writer the royalty of the Son of David but the power of 
the Son of God. All that was contained in his remi- 
niscences of St. Peter’s teaching impressed him deeply 
with this great fact. His Gospel is not an apologia to 
Jews but an afologia to the world of the truth of 
Christianity. He therefore makes no use of proof-texts, 
and no suggestions that Christianity is the real and ‘ful- 
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filled’ Judaism. His sole ‘proofs’ are the actual words 
and deeds of the Master and the effects which they pro- 
duced. He offers his portrait of the Christ to speak for 
itself. The power is seen first and foremost in His 
preaching. ‘After John was delivered up Jesus came into 
Galilee preaching the good tidings of the Kingdom of God’ 
(i. 14). The first effect was the immediate attachment to 
Him of the two pairs of brothers, Simon and Andrew, 
James and John (vv. 16-20). On the Sabbath He entered 
_ into the synagogue and taught, ‘ and they were astonished 
at His teaching, for He used to teach as one having 
authority and not as the scribes’ (v. 22). At Capharnaum 
‘they were all amazed, so that they questioned among them- 
selves saying, What is this? A new teaching!’ (v. 27). 
After praying in a deserted place He said, ‘Let us go 
elsewhere into the adjoining villages that I may preach 
there also, for therefore came I forth, And He was 
preaching in their synagogues throughout the whole of 
Galilee’ (v. 38 f.. In Capharnaum, again, a crowd came 
to the house, ‘and He spake to them the word’ (i. 2). 
And by the sea ‘the whole multitude came to Him and 
He taught them (v. 13). The number of his followers in- 
creased (vv. 13-15). ‘And again He began to teach by the 
sea, and a very great multitude was gathered unto Him’ 
(iv. 1). Later He returned to His own country and 
preached in the synagogue, and ‘the majority were 
astonished’, though they stumbled at the possession of 
such power by a local carpenter (vi. 1-5). ‘And He went 
round the villages in circuit preaching’ (v. 7), and was 
besieged by crowds (vv. 31-3). At the Transfiguration 
the Voice said, ‘This is My Son, the Beloved; hear Him’ 
(ix. 7). When He moved into Peraea ‘multitudes came 
together again unto Him, and as He was wont He taught 
them again’ (x. 1). And in Jerusalem the authorities hesi- 
tated to arrest Him ‘ for all the multitudes were astonished 
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at His teaching’ (xi. 18). Though the evangelist records 
very few of His words, he emphasizes by this reiteration 
the effect which they produced. 

But His preaching called forth the recognition of evil 
spirits, and His power showed itself in their exorcism, to 
the amazement of those who witnessed it (1. 23-7, 39; lil. IT, 

| 22; v. 2-16; vii. 25-30° ix.14-27). He gave His disciples the 
| same power (ili. 15); and one man, though he was not of 
\their number, was found exorcizing spirits in His name 
_ (x. 38). But this at once led people with all kinds of 
: diseases to come to Him for healing, and He showed His 
| power, and astonished those who saw it, by performing the 
' cures (i. 29-34, 40-5; ii. 3-12; iii. 1-5, 8-10; v. 21-42; vii. 32- 
5; Vili. 22-6 ; x. 46-52). This growing popularity asa healer 
troubled Him. He was ‘angry’? when the leper came for 
healing (i. 41), and sternly charged him to tell no one about 
it. When unclean spirits recognized Him, ‘ He rebuked 
them much that they should not make Him manifest’ (iii. 
12). And when He healed the daughter of Jairus, ‘ He en- 
joined them much that no one should know this’ (v. 43): 
see also vil. 36; vili. 26. Finally, His power is shown in 
miracles other than healing—the stilling of the sea (vi. 47- 
51), the feeding of the five thousand (vi. 35-44) and the four 
thousand (viii. 1-9), and the withering of the fig-tree (xi. 
13 f., 20). 

All this is the power of the Messiah, the Son of God. 
That Sonship is repeatedly emphasized (i. 11 ; iii. 11, v. 7; 
Xlil. 32 ; xv. 39); Heis called ‘the Holy One of God’ (i. 24) ; 
and in the power of the ‘ Holy Spirit’ He cast out demons 
(iil. 29). 

(c) Luke. If the leading note of the First Gospel is 
royalty, and of the Second power, that of the Third is love. 


! bpyrbeis, SoD af. The v.l. omdayyrnodeis has the mass of sup- 
port; but it would be so natural for that to be substituted that the 
harder word is very possibly right. 


—— 
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The writers of the two former appear to have had apolo- 
getic needs in mind; and the same must be said of 
St. Luke. In writing to offer to the Gentile Theophilus 
a true presentation of Christian facts, he depicts the Messiah 
as the Saviour of all men and the Satisfier of all human 
needs, the anointed Prophet who brings good tidings to 
the poor, the blind, and the bruised (iv. 18 f.). But there is 
no argument or display of any apologetic intention. While 
he writes with a purpose, he is himself absorbed in the 
beauty of the fairest human life. This is the first and 
abiding impression felt by the reader; and some of the 
narratives, notably those of the Nativity, are among the 
gems of literature. The other evangelists sometimes tell 
the same stories, but the aesthetic effect is not quite the 
same. St. Matthew impresses us by, what Moffatt calls, 
the ‘ massive unity’ of his Gospel; St. Mark by the steady 
force and directness of plain language; St. Luke by the 
artistry of grace. 

St. Luke emphasizes the universality of salvation, and of 
the satisfaction of human needs. The very word ‘ salva- 
tion’, which does not occur in the first two Gospels, is 
found thirteen times in Luke and Acts. In the account of 


_ the Baptist in Matt. and ME. Is. xl. 3 ff. is quoted as far as 


the words ‘ make His paths straight’; but in Lk. iii. 4 ff. it 
is continued to the words ‘and all flesh shall see the salva- 
tion of God’. The full meaning, moreover, is given to ‘all 
flesh’; it includes not only Jews, but Samaritans whom 
the Jews despised as being more than half Gentiles (ix. 51- 
6; x. 30-7 ; xvii. 11-19), and Gentiles (ii. 32 ; iv. 25 ff. ; vil. 2- 
10 ; Xiii. 29; xxiv. 47); and the mission of the Seventy is 
generally understood as a mission to Gentiles (x. 1 ff.: 
compare v. 7 with 1 Cor. xi. 25-7). But within the 
Jewish nation there were those whom the upper classes 
treated as beyond the pale of respectable society. The re- 
ligious leaders, learned in the Law, thought of the populace, 
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the ‘am ha’ ares, with pious scorn (see Jackson! and Lake,” 
The Beginnings of Christianity, 1.i, Append. E). But to the 
Lord, who was one of them, the poor were very dear (iv. 18 ; 
vi. 20 f, ; vii. 22 ; xiv. 13,21; xvi. 19 ff.); and not only the poor, 
but the disreputable—customs officers and sinners (v. 27-32; 
vii. 37-50; xv. 1 ff., 11-32; xviii. Q-14 ; XIX. 2-10; XxXill. 43). 
At the same time He did not avoid the rich and respectable 
(vii. 36 ; xi. 37; xiv. 1; and see xxill. 50-3). Again, women 
were little accounted of in Jewish life; ‘but all through 
this Gospel they are allowed a prominent place, and many 
types of womanhood are placed before us: Elizabeth, the 
Virgin Mary, the prophetess Anna, the widow at Nain, the 
nameless sinner in the house of Simon, Mary Magdalene, 
Joanna, Susanna, the woman with the issue, Martha and 
Mary, the widow with the two mites, the “ daughters of 
Jerusalem”, and the women at the tomb’ (Plummer,* 
St. Luke, xliif.; he quotes Dante who speaks of the 
evangelist as scriba mansuetudinis Christi *). 

Not all, but a large number, of these incidents and 
passages are peculiar to the Third Gospel. The same 
purpose is seen in the Genealogy (ili. 23-38), in which the 
human descent of Jesus is traced to ‘Adam the son of God’, 
whereas in Matthew the royal descent is traced to Abraham 
the father of the Jewish race. Notice also the favourable 
description of a Gentile given only in Luke (vii. 5); the 
omission of the incident of the Canaanite woman who ob- 
tained a blessing with great difficulty, and as a dog ate of 
the children’s crumbs (Matt. xv. 21-8; Mk. vil. 24-30); the 
indication that the family of Jesus was poor (ii. 24); and 
the special references to the poor (i. 53 ; ii. 8), and to customs 
officers (ill. 12). 


* Professor of Christian Institutions at the Union Theological 
Seminary of New York. 

* Professor of Ecclesiastical History at Harvard University. 

* Formerly Master of University College, Durham. 

4 De Monarchia, i. 18. 


OTE Seer ay ee ee Cee ee 


CHARACTERISTICS AND MOTIVES 17 


The aspects of Christianity revealed in the Gospel are 
those of a personal and spiritual religion resulting from the 
experience of God’s love and forgiveness. As compared 
with the first two Gospels there is a frequent use in Luke 
and Acés of such words as ‘repentance’, ‘grace’, ‘mercy’, 
‘merciful’, ‘forgiveness of sins’. The expression ‘ Holy 
Spirit’, which occurs nine times in Matt., Mk., is found 
twelve times in Luke and forty-one times in Acts. And the 
attitude of God to man which is thus indicated is met on 
man’s side by prayer and praise. The prominence of these 
is shown in detail by Plummer, p. xlvf. These instances 
are far from exhausting the characteristic features of the 
Third Gospel ; but they serve to show their general colour, 
and to place in a bright light the warm and human character 
of the evangelist, to whom these aspects of the Lord’s 
Person and work made a special appeal. 

A recognition of these characteristics of the Synoptic 
Gospels is essential totheir study. They were understood 
and made use of at an early date. Matthew, the Jewish 
Gospel, was preferred by Jewish Christians, orthodox and 
unorthodox, if the modern expression is allowable, and was 
the basis of apocryphal Gospels such as the Gospel of the 
Nazarenes Conversely, Luke, the non-Jewish Gospel, was 
congenial to Marcion, who issued it in a mutilated recen- 
sion. And even Mark is said to have been a favourite with 
a certain class. Irenaeus (Haer. 111. xi. 7) speaks of ‘those 
who separate Jesus from Christ, and say that Christ 
remained always impassible, but that Jesus suffered, pre- 
ferring that Gospel which is according to Mark’. Whether 
the statement is trustworthy or not, it shows that the pic- 
ture of divine power which St. Mark draws could be inter- 

1 There was considerable confusion in Patristic writers between 
this, and the Gos#el of [or according to] the Hebrews (written in Greek), 
the closely allied Gospel of the Ebionites, and the Gospel of the Twelve 


[Apostles]. See Moffatt in Hastings’ D.A.C. i. 489-94, and Schmidtke, 
Texte u. Untersuch. (Harnack and Gebhardt), xxxvii. 
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preted in a docetic sense, the Son of God being thought of 
as separable from the human Jesus. 


§ 3. Arrangement 


a Matthew. As was usual in ancient times the evangelist 
incorporated existing documents and traditions. To deter- 
mine what these were is part of the Synoptic problem 
(ch. iii. Here we must note his arrangement of the 
material. As the following table shows, he closely followed 
the general outline and framework of St. Mark, with only 
the few departures from his order which are italicized : 


Mark. Matthew. 
i. 1-8 John the Baptist and his message ili, 1-6, II, 12 
g-11 The baptism of Jesus 13-17 
12,13 The temptations iv. I-11 
14,15 Jesus moves to Galilee; His message 52,519 
16-20 Call of the first disciples 18-22 
39 Preaching in Galilee 23-5 
22 He taught with authority Vil. 28, 29 
40-5 Healing ofa leper Vill, I-4 
29-34 Healing of Simon’s mother-in-law, and 14-17 
others 
tv. 35-41 Proposal to cross the lake: the storm 18, 23-7 
v. 1-20 The Gerasene demoniac 28-34 
ii. 1-12 Healing of a paralytic at Capharnaum ix. 1-8 
13-17 Call of Levi (Matthew), and reply to 9-13 
the complaint that He ate with 
publicans 
18-22 Question about fasting 14-17 
v. 21-43 Daughter of Jairus, and woman with 18-26 
issue 
a1. 13-19 Mission of the Twelve, and their names xX. I-4 
vi. 7-11 Charge to the Twelve Q-Ityt4 
ii. 23-28 Plucking ears on Sabbath xii. 1-8 
iii, 1-6 Man with withered hand 9-14 
7-12 Crowds and healings xli, 15, 16 


t 
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’ 
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_ Mark, 
iii, 22-30 
ae, 

iv. I-9 
10-12 
13-20 
30-2 
33) 34 

vi. I-6 
14-16 
17-29 
30-44 
45-92 
53-6 
I-23 
24-30 
I-IO 
II-13 
14-21 
27-33 


vii. 


viii. 


34-1x. I 
ix. 2-13 
14-29 
30-2 
ant 
42-8 

xX, I-I2 
13-16 
17-31 
3274 
35745 
46-52 
I-II 
Is-I9 
I2-I4 
20-5} 


27-33 


Xl, 
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*9 
Matthew. 
Beelzebub 22-32 
Mother and brethren 46-50 — 
Parable of Sower _Xili. -I-9 
Reason for parables 10-15, 
Interpretation of the Sower 18-23 
Parable of the Mustard Seed dee 
Speaking in parables 34. 
Rejection at Nazareth 53-8 
Herod’s idea of Jesus xiv. 1,2 
Death of the Baptist 3-12 
Return of disciples, and feeding of 5,000 13-21 
Walking on the lake 22-33 
Return to Gennesaret 34-6 
On the washing of hands XV. I-20 
The woman of Canaan 21-8 
Feeding of 4,000 32-9 
Pharisees’ request for a sign Xvi. I-4 
The leaven of the Pharisees 5-12 
Peter’s confession, and first prediction 13-23 
of the Passion 

The way of suffering 24-8 
Transfiguration, anddiscourseon Elijah xvii. 1-13 
The epileptic boy 14-21 
Second prediction of the Passion 22,23 
Who is the greatest ? xviii, 1-5 
Offences 6-9 
Divorce XIX. I-I2 
Blessing of children 13-15 
The danger of riches 16-30 
Third prediction of the Passion XX. 17-19 
The sons of Zebedee 20-8 
Bartimaeus 29-34 
Entry into Jerusalem Xxl, J-II 
Cleansing of the Temple 12;-13 
Cursing of the fig-tree 18, I9 
Discourse on the fig-tree 20-2 
‘ By what authority ?’ 23-7 


1 The best MSS. omit v, 26. 
C2 
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Mark. Matthew. 
xii. 1-12 Parable of Wicked Husbandmen xxi. 33-46 
13-37 Controversies xxii. 15-46 
38-40 Discourse against the Pharisees xxiii. 1-36 
xiii. 1-32 Eschatological discourse xxiv. I-36 
xiv. I- Passion and Resurrection Xxvi. I- 
xvi. 8 XXViil. IO 


The following passages of Mark are absent from 
Matthew: i. 1 Heading. i. 21, 23-81 Unclean spirit at 
Capharnaum ; 32-4 Many sick brought at eventide; 35-8' 
The disciples seek Jesus ; ‘ therefore came I forth’. il. 27 
‘The Sabbath was made for man’. iii. 20, 21 ‘ He is beside 
himself’. iv. 21-41 Miscellaneous sayings ; 26-9 Parable 
of Seed growing secretly. vi. 12, 13 The Apostles’ work ; 
30 Their return from their tour. vil. 3, 4 The Jews’ tradi- 
tion of washings ; 32-7 Ephphatha. vii. 22-6 Blind man 
healed gradually. ix. 38-41! The exorcizer ; 49, 50 Mis- 
cellaneous sayings. xii. 40'‘ Who desire widows’ houses’ ; 
41-4! The widow with two mites. xill. 33-77 Sayings 
and a parable on watching. But to some of these—parts 
of iv. 21-4 and xii. 33-7—Mait. has equivalents elsewhere; 
and when MA. tells of the dumb man to whom our Lord 
said Ephphatha, Ma/#t., in the same Marcan context, has a 
general account of healings and mentions similarly the 
wonder of the multitude (xv. 29-31). The omissions are 
extraordinarily few, and more or less probable reasons can 
be given for them in nearly every case. The return of the 
Apostles (Matt. has altered into a statement about John’s 
disciples (xiv. 12). The incidents in Mk. iii. 20, 21 and ix. 
38-40 he probably avoided because he did not like them, 
and perhaps thought that the use of material means in vii. 
32-7 detracted from the dignity of the cure. The story of 
the Two Mites he omitted probably to bring the statement 

1 Given in Lk, 


* Similar material in Matt. xxiv. 42; xxv. 13-15; cf. also Lk. xii. 
38-40; xix. 12. 
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‘Jesus having gone out of the temple went His way’ 
(Matt. xxiv. 1) into conjunction with the saying ‘Behold 
your house is left unto you, &c.’ (xxiii. 38 f.). In the story 
of the Passion two incidents, the young man’s flight from 
the garden (Mk. xiv. 51), and Pilate’s inquiry as to the death 
of Jesus (xv. 44f.), were omitted for no traceable reason ; 
possibly they were later additions in Mf. 

The departures from the Marcan order at the beginning 
of the Ministry are noteworthy. The Marcan order is: 


I. 1, 21-38. First Capharnaum visit and proposal to 
preach throughout Galilee. 

2. 1. 39-45. Preaching in Galilee and the healing of the 
leper. 

3. li. I-Iv. 34. Second Capharnaum visit. 

4. IV. 35-v. 20. Crossing of the lake and healing of the 
demoniac. 

5. v. 21-43. Third Capharnaum visit; daughter of 
Jairus ; woman with issue. 


In Matthew our Lord’s preaching in Galilee is made the 
first and all-important event in the Ministry, though the 
settling at Capharnaum and the calling of the first disciples 
are related in anticipatory notes (iv. 12-22). The words of 
Mk. i. 22 were taken from their context to form a useful 
comment at the end of the Sermon on the Mount (chs. 
v-vii), and consequently their context was omitted, i.e. 
the arrival at Capharnaum and the events in the synagogue 
(Mk. i. 21, 23-8), and the subsequent proposal to preach 
throughout Galilee (vv. 35-8). Thus Mz.’s No. 1 melts 
away, except the healing of Simon’s mother-in-law and 
others, which JZa/z. inserts later. No.2 is expanded into 
the Sermon on the Mount, followed by the healing of the 
leper. Then comes in Mai. the frst Capharnaum visit, 
where are placed the healing of the centurion’s servant 
(absent from J.) and others. All the events of No.3 are 
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held over till No. 4 has been related, and are finally com- 
bined with the stories of Jairus’ daughter and the woman 
with the issue in Matt’s second Capharnaum visit. The 
mission of the Twelve, with the parenthetical mention of 
their names, is placed at a point which the compiler found 
convenient for the discourse collected from various quarters 
into ch. x. The only other departure from the Marcan 
order is the placing of the cleansing of the Temple immedi- 
ately on the arrival at Jerusalem, so that the cursing and 
the withering of the fig-tree are brought together. 

But while adhering thus closely to the Marcan frame- 
work, the First Evangelist has enriched his Gospel with 
numerous parables and sayings of our Lord, the latter of 
which he has for the most part collected into five extended 
discourses (chs. v—vii, xX, xXiil, Xvill, Xxilli-xxv) each con- 
cluded with the formula, ‘And it came to pass when Jesus 
had finished these words’, or the like. In so far as these 
parables and sayings are found closely similar in Luke, they 
may, with some confidence, be explained as derived from 
Q, but it must remain doubtful which of the others were 
derived from Q and which from other sources. Matt. con- 
tains also a few narratives which are found in Lake but not 
in Mark: the three Temptations (iv. 2-10), the centurion 
(vill. 5-13), the two [Lk. three] aspirants (viii. 19-22), the 
Baptist’s question and the reply (xi. 2-6) ; and several which 
are peculiar to the Gospel: two blind men (ix. 27-31), a deaf 
demoniac (ix. 32-4), healing on the mountain (xv. 29-31), 
the didrachm (xvii. 24-7), the remorse of Judas, and the 
potter’s field (xxvii. 3-10), Pilate’s handwashing (xxvii. 24, 
25), earthquake at the Crucifixion (xxvii. 51b-53), sealing of 
the tomb (xxvii. 62-6), earthquake, and rolling away the 
stone by an angel (xxviii. 2-4), payment of the soldiers 
(XXVIll. II-15). 

2. Mark. Papias, in giving the statement of ‘the pres- 
byter’ that St. Mark wrote down accurately what he remem: 
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bered of St. Peter’s preaching of the words and deeds of 
_ Christ, adds ‘not however in order’, which may be a paren- 


thesis of his own, not the words of the presbyter. The 
expression refers principally to the fact that the evangelist 
did not arrange his material artificially, with a view to 
drawing out clearly the truths which he wanted to teach. 
Very likely it implies a contrast with the Fourth Gospel. 
For St. Mark the impression conveyed by the deeds and 
works of the Lord related in any order would have been 
the same; they were severally evidences of the power of 
the Son of God. His work was an ‘artless transcript’ of 
what he remembered. 

But from St. Peter’s teaching three main chronological 
divisions of the Ministry stood out in his memory, and he 
prefixes to them a brief survey of incidents preparatory to 
it, viz. the Ministry of the Baptist (i. 1-8), his Baptism of 
Jesus (vv. 9-11), and the Temptation (vv. 12, 13). 

i. The Galilean Miustry (i. 14-1x. 50) carried on in two 
districts: (a) Eastern Galilee, with Capharnaum as its 
centre (i. 14-vil. 23), including one crossing to Gerasa (v. 1), 
and one to Bethsaida (vi. 45). (6) North and east of Galilee, 
the Tyrian district, Decapolis, Dalmanutha, Bethsaida, 
Caesarea Philippi (vil. 24-1x. 29), after which Jesus passed 
through Galilee and returned to Capharnaum_ before 
moving southwards (ix. 30-50). u. The /udaean Ministry 
(x. I-xill. 37). (a) He travelled on the eastern side of the 
Jordan (x. 1-45), i.e. through Peraea ; then (0) across the 
river to Jericho (x. 46-52), whence to Bethphage, Bethany, 
and the Mount of Olives (xi. 1), from which He made the 
triumphal entry into Jerusalem (xi. 1-10). (c) Arrived at 
Jerusalem He went out to Bethany each night, and on 
successive days He cleansed the Temple, engaged in con- 
troversies with the authorities, and delivered the eschato- 
logical discourse (xi. I1I-xill. 37). ui. The Passion and 
Resurrection (xiv-xvi. 8). 
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The compiler of Matt, as we have seen, follows this 
outline substantially. But in the traditions incorporated in 
Luke there appear to be indications of work in Judaea 
before the closing visit to Jerusalem (see p. 26). If this is 
accurate, we must suppose that St. Peter, being interested 
mainly in Galilee, was silent about earlier visits to the 
south, or mentioned them only incidentally,so that St. Mark 
did not recall them as important. It is noticeable that in 
the last of his three divisions St. Mark gives careful notes 
of time, assigning events to each day in the week (xi. 11; 
xisi2 ¢xi19, 205 -Xivi125 Xvid jRVL Tp RV 2) Suen tie 
first two divisions there is only one definite note of time: 
the Transfiguration took place ‘after six days’ (ix. 2), for 
which Lk. ix. 28 has more vaguely ‘about eight days’. 
Elsewhere St. Mark contents himself with such expres- 
sions as ‘in those days’ (i. 9; vill. 1); ‘and after John was 
delivered up’ (i. 14) ; ‘on the Sabbath’ (i. 21 ; i1. 23); ‘after 
an interval of some days’ (il. 1), ‘again ’ [sc. on the Sabbath] 
(iii. 1). There is therefore plenty of room for visits to 
Judaea; and such are clearly related in the Fourth Gospel. 
It is thus impossible to think that St. Mark had any accurate 
knowledge of the sequence of individual events. But the 
broad divisions are historically important. In eastern 
Galilee the Lord’s ministry began with a large measure of 
success ; disciples joined Him, the fame of His miracles of 
healing spread rapidly, and crowds followed Him, though 
St. Mark places some collisions with the authorities at an 
early date. The collisions culminated in a deliberate 
gathering of Pharisees and scribes against Him, and His 
repudiation of Jewish traditions of ceremonial pollution 
(vil. 1-23). This sufficiently explains His retirement to the 
north. At the only meeting with the Pharisees recorded 
during His movements in the north they are described as 
‘tempting Him’ (viii. 11); He warned His disciples against 
their ‘leaven’ (v, 15), and then began to predict to them 
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His Passion (v. 31), and to speak of their ‘losing their life 


for His sake’ (v. 35). It was a deepening presentiment of 
evil. And as He moved on the east of the Jordan ‘tempt- 
ing’ by the Pharisees began again (x. 2), and the shadow 
of the Passion darkened upon Him (x. 32-4, 38f., 45). This 
course of events has the ring of truth, and the stages of the 
ministry are represented as an apostle might relate it in 
his teaching of Christians. 

3. Luke. There is no sign that the Third Evangelist 
was able to follow any more exact sequence than St. Mark. 
The words in the prologue, ‘to write iz order unto thee, 
most excellent Theophilus’, cannot be adduced to support 
the accuracy of his chronological order. Ka6e€#s can mean 
‘one by one’, ‘successively’ (so syr*™ sah); cf. Acts xi. 4; 
Xviii. 23. Burkitt! (The Beginnings of Christianity, ii. 485) 
writes, ‘it certainly does imply, in a general way, chrono- 
logical order. But it does not necessarily imply a claim of 
superior chronological order to other “ Gospels” or even 
to Mark. Rather it is a claim to present a chronological 
order, as contrasted with a systematic or doctrinal one.’ 
Cadbury, however (of. cit., p. 505) will not admit as much 
asthat. Hethinks itis a merely formal and literary word. 
St. Luke purposes to relate the events in a consecutive nar- 
rative. It might even mean ‘as follows’, ‘hereinafter’; cf. 
Lk. vill. 1 (‘soon afterwards’) ; Acts iii.24 (‘followed after’). 

After the Infancy narratives he starts off, in ili. 1-1v. 30, 
with a block of non-Marcan material. The order of the 
opening events, the Baptist’s work, the Baptism, Tempta- 
tion, and return to Galilee, would necessarily be the same 
as in Mk. But except for a sentence or two he seems to 
prefer his other sources. With the removal to Capharnaum 
(iv. 31) he turns to M&., and until vi. 19 follows Mk. i. 21- 
ili. 19 fairly closely. vi. 20-viil. 3 is his second non-Marcan 
block, the so-called ‘ Lesser Insertion’, which completes 


1 Dr. F. C. Burkitt, Norrisian Professor of Divinity, Cambridge. 
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the non-Marcan account of the Galilean ministry. But the 
next group of incidents in viii. 4-ix. 50, which are taken 
from Mk. iv. 1-ix. 40, are still in Galilee. (Spitta,’ indeed, 
on the basis of the reading ’Iovéatas in iv. 44, suggests that 
the whole of Lk. v. 12-vi. 49 (v. I-11 is out of its true con- 
text) relates a ministry in /udaea. (See the present writer’s 
St. Matthew, p. 48f.) St. Luke does not, however, use the 
whole of this piece of 7k. Whether intentionally or not, 
he omits vi. 45-viii. 26, which is sometimes called the 
‘Great Omission’. For Streeter’s suggestion that his 
copy of Mk. may have been mutilated see below, p. 57. 
The next non-Marcan block, ix. 51-xvili. 14, containing 
more than 30 per cent. of the Third Gospel, is often called 
the ‘Great Insertion’. It has also been named the ‘ Peraean 
section’, because in Mk. x. 1-45 our Lord travels towards 
Jericho, on the way to Jerusalem, through Peraea, i. e. on 
the other side of the Jordan ; but there is not a hint of this 
in L&. His collection of narratives pictures Him simply as 
moving from village to village towards Jerusalem (see ix. 
5if., 56f.; x. 38; xiv. 25; xvu. 11), till He reached Jericho. 
From the first and the last of these references we should 
gather that the route was not across the Jordan but through 
Samaria. Another name, ‘the travel document’, is—as 
Streeter says—‘ from the critical standpoint, an even more 
dangerously misleading title, as it implies that this section 
once existed as a separate document’. And he adds ‘The 
only safe name by which one can call it is the “ Central 
Section ”—a title which states a fact but begs no questions’. 
It is uncertain whether St. Luke has here made any use at 
all of Wk. The passage about Beelzebub and the parable 
of the Mustard Seed are from Q. Ina few isolated sayings 
he may have been influenced by J/k.; but in every case it 
is possible to suppose that his other sources overlapped 
Mk. at these points, and that he preferred the former. 
+ Professor of Theology at Halle. 
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After using, in xviii. 35-43, the Marcan story of the blind 
man at Jericho, he has a short non-Marcan block, xix. 1-28. 
And then from the Entry into Jerusalem and onwards he 
amalgamates Marcan material with much from his other 
sources. He bases the eschatological discourse in ch. xxi 
on Mz.’s ‘little Apocalypse ’, but adds three verses at the 
end. From xxii. 14 to the end it is scarcely possible to 
distinguish what is Marcan from the rest ; but JZ. seems 
to have supplied the greater part of the accounts of Peter’s 
denial, Simon of Cyrene, the Crucifixion, and the Entomb- 
ment. But the appearances after the Resurrection, which 
are confined to Jerusalem and its neighbourhood, are 
entirely independent of Mz. 


§ 4. Date 


For the dates of the first three Gospels we are depen- 
dent almost entirely upon evidence within the New Testa- 
ment itself. The patristic traditions, which afford very 
little help, are as follows : 


PaTrRISTIC TRADITION 


Mark. Divergent theories were held as to the date of the 
Second Gospel, some placing it in Nero’s reign, and some 
in that of Claudius. (1) According to Irenaeus, 11. 1. 1 
(Eus. H. E. v. 8), ‘And after their exodus [i.e. the death of 
Peter and Paul] Mark, the disciple and interpreter of Peter, 
having committed to writing the things that Peter used to 
preach delivered them to us’. The interpretation, indeed, 
is disputed. Some explain ‘having committed to writing’ 
(éyypdédos) as referring to a time before St. Peter’s death, 
while only ‘delivered them to us’ belong to the time after 
‘their exodus’. But this is strained and unnatural. Others, 
very improbably, understand ‘exodus’ to mean ‘departure’ 
not ‘death’. If the words are taken in their plainest mean- 
ing, Irenaeus dates the Second Gospel c¢. 64-7. (2) In 
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Alexandria the wish was felt for an apostolic guarantee for 
St. Mark’s work. Clement of Alexandria places it at a date 
after St. Peter had worked and taught at Rome, but before 
his death. Eusebius cites his testimony in two somewhat 
different forms. In H. £. ii. 15 he relates, on the authority 
of Clement in the sixth book of his Hypotyposes, that the 
hearers of Peter at Rome earnestly intreated ‘ Mark, whose 
Gospel is extant, who was a follower of Peter’, to preserve 
in writing the oral teaching which they had received ;* 
and that Peter ‘ was pleased with the zeal of the men, and 
authorized the writings to be read by the Churches’. In 
H. E. vi. 14 Clement is reported to have said in the same 
work that ‘when Peter knew it he used no persuasion 
either to hinder him from it or to urge him to do it’. And 
Origen said (ap. Eus. H. £. vi. 25) that Mark made his 
Gospel ‘as Peter instructed (‘fny7oaro) him’, which seems 
to imply his personal supervision. Jerome (De vzr. zl. 8) 
says much the same as Clement in the former of the two 
passages of Eus., appealing to Papias as wellas to Clement ; 
yet he states (ad Hedib. 11) that the Second Gospel was 
produced ‘ Petro narrante et illo scribente’. (3) Eusebius 
himself, on the other hand (H.£. ii. 14, 17), brings the 
Apostle to Rome to oppose Simon Magus in the reign of 
Claudius (a. D. 41-54). Hence it is stated by Theophylact, 
and in the subscriptions of some late MSS., that the Gospel 
was written ten or twelve years after the Ascension. 
Matthew. The persistent belief that St. Matthew the 
Apostle wrote his Gospel for ‘ Hebrews’, i.e. residents in 
Palestine, carried with it an early date. Iren. 1. i. r (Eus. 
f1. E'. vi. 14): ‘Matthew also put forth a Gospel writing 
among the Hebrews in their own language [i. e. Aramaic], 


* H. B. Swete (formerly Regius Professor of Divinity, Cambridge) 
remarks that ‘this feature in the story bears a suspicious resemblance 
to the account which the Muratorian fragment gives, and Clement 
repeats, in reference to the Gospel of St. John’ (S¢. Mark, p. xx). 


og et eee 


: 
z 
F 
4 
: 


7 
2 
x 
i 
a 


DATE 29 


while Peter and Paul in Rome were preaching the Gospel 


and founding the Church.’ Clement Alex. (Eus. H. E. 
iv. 14): ‘The Gospels which contain the genealogies were 
written first. Origen, 7v Evang. Joh. tom. vi. 32: ‘Matthew 


_ who, according to tradition, before the others published the 


Gospel for the Hebrews.’ Eus. H. £. iii. 24: ‘ Matthew, 


having first preached to the Hebrews, when he was about 
to go to others, compensated for the loss of his presence 


_ those whom he was obliged to leave by delivering to them 


in writing his Gospel in their native language. And 
Jerome follows the same tradition stating repeatedly that 
Matthew wrote first, and in Judaea. 

Luke. The facts as to the origin of the Third Gospel 
appear to have been no better known. Irenaeus (oc. cit.) 
writes: ‘And [sc. also after the death of Peter and Paul] 
Luke, the follower of Paul, recorded in a book the Gospel 
preached by Paul.’ Eusebius even implies (#7. £. 111. 4) that 
his Gospel was written within St. Paul’s lifetime, recording 
a tradition (gaof) that St. Paul referred to St. Luke’s writing 
whenever he said ‘ according to my Gospel’ (cf. Rom. 11. 16). 
The tradition is, of course, worthless; but it shows how 
unintelligently conclusions could be formed, after two or 
three centuries, as to the dates of New Testament writings. 

The study of the question, therefore, must be undertaken 
practically without the help of early tradition. 


INTERNAL EvIDENCE 


Mark. Irenaeus was doubtless right in saying that 
St. Mark wrote his Gospel after St. Peter’s death. It was 
then that a record of the Apostle’s preaching would be 
needed. Apart from that fact, which presupposes a date 
after 64, and the sure conclusion which has been reached 
by synoptic study that Matthew and Luke were later than 
Mark, the only indication of date is supplied by the apoca- 
lyptic discourse in Mk. xiii. There is a fairly general, 
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though not quite universal, consensus of opinion that the 
discourse, in its original form, was at one time in circula- 
tion as an independent pamphlet. It contains, no doubt, 
some sayings of our Lord; but in the form known to 
St. Mark it appears to have been the work of a Jewish 
Christian who understood the Apocalypse of Damnzel (as 
many have done ever since) ‘as applying to the events 
immediately beyond his own horizon. ‘The Abomination 
of Desolation standing where he ought not’ refers to the 
personal figure of Anti-Christ, which was a well-known 
feature of Jewish apocalyptic expectation. The writer, as 
always in eschatological thought, is sure that the dire catas- 
trophe will occur soon. Not, indeed, actually at once, 
because deceivers, wars, earthquakes, famines were to be 
only the ‘ beginning of travail pains’. This, in itself, had 
nothing to do with the fall of Jerusalem. But Mark incor- 
porated the document because he, in turn, could apply the 
predictions to his own day and see their fulfilment imme- 
diately beyond his horizon. There is no real connexion 
between vv. 1, 2 and the discourse which follows; but the 
fact that he could connect them shows that, for him, the 
destruction of the Temple was one of the imminent horrors 
of ‘that tribulation’. If, however, he had been writing after 
it occurred, v. 2 would probably have contained a more ex- 
plicit description of the fall of the city, such as we actually 
have, e.g., in Lk. xxi. 20-4. At whatever earlier date, 
then, the Little Apocalypse may have been current, the use 
which St. Mark makes of it points to a date shortly before 
A.D. 70 for the writing of the Gospel. With this agrees the 
view of A. E. J. Rawlinson? (Sz. Mark, p. xvi f.) that one 
object of the Gospel was to encourage Christians at Rome 
in the Neronian persecution. , 

This is against the view of Allen? who contends for an 


' Student of Christ Church, Oxford. 
® Dict. of the Apostolic Church, i. 474. 
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early date for all three Synoptic Gospels, and thinks that 
St. Mark wrote early in the time that St. Peter was absent 
from Jerusalem (a.D. 44-9) before returning for the 
Council, to compensate for the loss of his personal presence. 
And that being in Jerusalem it was naturally in Aramaic ; 
but when St. Mark, soon afterwards, went with Barnabas 
to Antioch (44-7) the need was felt for its translation into 
Greek. The Aramaic background of the Second Gospel is 


_ clear; but there is not enough evidence to prove that it 


was a translation (see p. 41 f.). He thinks, rightly, that there 
is nothing in the eschatological discourse which our Lord, 
with prophetic insight, could not have said. But, as we 
have seen, it is St. Mark’s use of it which points to a later 
date for the Gospel. 

It is scarcely necessary, in the face of all the work that 
has been done upon the Gospels, to discuss the arguments 
which used to be offered for bringing this Gospel down to 
the second century. 

Matthew. If the arguments for dating Mark shortly be- 
fore A.D. 70 are sound, all attempts to date either Matthew 
or Luke earlier than that must fail, since the writer of each 
of them used Mark virtually in its present form. Such 
attempts have been made, but none of the arguments 
adduced can outweigh that fact. The dates given by various 
scholars can be seen in Moffatt, Zutrod. Lit. N. T., p. 213. 
The evidence for an exact date is scanty. But such ex- 
pressions such as ‘till now’ éws &pru (xi. 12), ‘till to-day ’ €ws 
THS on pepov (Xxvil. 8), mEéxpt THS oHpepov Auépas (XXVIll. 15), 
suggest generally that some time had elapsed since the 
days of Jesus. The destruction of Jerusalem seems to be 
referred to in xxii. 7: ‘he sent forth his armies and de- 
stroyed those murderers and burnt up their city.’ And 
a comparatively late date is required by the following con- 
siderations: Mark, written at a place distant from Palestine, 
probably Rome, had had time to reach Palestine or Syria 
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with an established value which the writer of Matthew 
could appreciate. There are allusions to Church govern- 
ment (xvi. 19, xviii. 18) and to excommunication (xviii. 17). 
The Apostles are so highly reverenced that the writer often 
softens or omits statements derogatory to them (see the 
writer’s note on viii. 26). False Christian prophets had 
appeared (vii. 15, 22); cf. Didache, xi-xil. There had been 
time for apocryphal or legendary details to become current, 
which the evangelist adopts (e.g. xxvil. 52f., xxviil. 2 ff). 
And though, with other writers of his day, he had not given 
up the expectation of the imminence of the Advent, and 
freely recorded utterances of our Lord to that effect, he 
could yet look forward to a period during which the evan- 
gelization of ‘all nations’ would be carried on (xxviii. 19 f)). 
On the other hand, there are considerations which forbid 
a late date. The Gospel was the first favourite in the early 
Church although it lacked the prestige of the two chief 
centres of Christendom, Rome and Ephesus; and the 
prestige also of the two chief apostolic names, Peter and 
Paul. And the strongly Judaic elements in it would have 
discredited it if it had appeared in the second century. All 
of which imply its early, widely known, and apostolic credit 
(see C. H. Turner,! Journ. Theol. Studtes, x. 172). 
External evidence is of no help earlier than Ignatius 
(A.D. 110-15). Echoes in James and Clement of Rome may 
be accounted for by the probability that collections of the 
Lord’s sayings had been made before the evangelist’s date, 
and were still in use. But Ignatius certainly seems to 
refer to our Gospel when he speaks of Christ (Smyrna, i) 
as baptized by John ‘that all righteousness might be ful- 
filled by Him’ (cf. Matt. il. 15). The present writer sees 
no reason to depart from his conclusion (St Matthew, 
p. xxviii) that ‘ these facts, which are in keeping with the 
impression produced by the Gospel as a whole, forbid 
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a date earlier than c. a.p. 80, but do not require one later 
than 100’. 

Luke. Such evidence as we have is best satisfied by 
placing the Third Gospel in the same period, c. 80-5. An 
argument for an earlier date has been drawn from the con- 
clusion of the Acts. Since the narrative leaves St. Paul in 
imprisonment at Rome, without going on to record his 
death, some have thought that St. Luke wrote at that point 
of time, i. e. before 64; and the Gospel must be earlier still. 
But an argument built on an improbable theory as to the 
conclusion of the Acés is not of much value. 

The study of the synoptic problem will show that it is 
very doubtful if there is any dependence of Matthew on 
Luke, or vice versa ; and their independence can most easily 
be explained if they wrote at about the same time. 

A comparison of St. Luke’s treatment of the eschato- 
logical discourse with St. Mark’s (see Lk. xxi. 20-4) 
makes it probable that while St. Mark expected the destruc- 
tion of the Temple in the future, St. Luke looked back to 
the siege and sack of the city in the past. 

It is possible that the Fourth Evangelist knew Luke.' 
Streeter? concludes as follows: ‘The interest shown by 
John in identifying and connecting persons and places, or in 
elaborating incidents, mentioned in Luke is more likely if 
they occurred in some document regarded by his readers 
as a standard account of the life of Christ rather than in 
a mere floating tradition.’ And aftera further examination 
of the question whether the source known to him was our 
Luke or the earlier Proto-Luke which was incorporated in 
it, he says ‘ Neither singly nor together do these points 
amount to demonstrative proof that what John knew was, 
not Proto-Luke, but our Gospel of Luke; yet, to my mind, 


1 See Windisch (Prof. of Theology in Leiden), Johannes und die 
Synoptiker, pp. 48-50. 
2 The Four Gospels, pp. 401-8. 
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they make the balance of probability incline still very 
decidedly in that direction’. 

The question whether St. Luke had read Josephus’ 
Antiquities, which was written c. A.D.93, has been disputed 
by competent scholars. Coincidences of language prove 
nothing. Two historians, writing Hellenistic Greek in the 
same quarter, or third, of the first century, would naturally 
show similarities of vocabulary. But the two chief con- 
siderations offered as proof that St. Luke had read it—and 
not only read, but in each case misread—are as follows: 

(a2) Josephus! gives an account of the abortive insurrec- 
tion of Theudas in the procuratorship of Fadus, i.e. A.D. 
44-6. He attracted a large following, but a Roman squadron 
of cavalry cut them in pieces, and Theudas was captured 
and beheaded. He then relates that Alexander, the next 
procurator of Judaea (46-8), executed some of the sons of 
Judas the Galilean. This person had incited the Jews not 
to pay taxes, forty years before in the time of Quirinus. 
Here we have Theudas followed by the sons of Judas. 
But in the speech of Gamaliel (Acts v. 34 ff.) we hear of an 
insurrectionary Theudas followed by an insurrectionary 
Judas. And, as Burkitt says :* ‘ Here, if anywhere in the 
Acts, the details of the speech must be due to the author, 
for all the Christians had been put outside.” If St. Luke 
had read the Antiquities his remembrance of the passage is 
faulty, since he writes ‘Judas’ instead of ‘the sons of 
Judas’. But further, if his Theudas is the same as the 
Theudas of Josephus he has committed a startling ana- 
chronism, because Gamaliel was speaking not less than 
twelve years before that insurrection took place. If 
he had not read it, we must suppose that he possessed 
some source of information from which he derived the 
names Theudas (an abbreviation of Theodorus and of 

1 Antiq. xx. 5. 
* The Gospel History and its Transmission, p. 107. 
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other names) and Judas as rebels, and their stories in this 
chronological order. 

(6) Lysanias was tetrarch of Abila, and, according to 
Strabo (xvi. ii. 10) had been executed by Mark Antony in 
36 B.c., but the district continued to be called by his name. 
Josephus! speaks of ’ABidav tiv Avoaviov ‘ Abila of Lysa- 
nias’, and (B. /. 1. xi. 5) of Baowdefav tiv Avoaviov Kadov- 
pévny, ‘the so-called kingdom of Lysanias’. And he says 
of Abila? Avoaviov & atrn éyeyévet rerpapyéa, ‘now this had 
been the tetrarchy of Lysanias’. But in Lk. iii. 1, 2 the 
beginning of the Baptist’s ministry is dated ‘in the fifteenth 
year of Tiberius Caesar’, and, together with four other 
synchronisms, ‘ Lysanias being tetrarch of Abilene’. Un- 
less there was a second Lysanias, tetrarch of Abila, of 
which there is possibly evidence? St. Luke makes him 
tetrarch sixty-five years after his death. If, then, he did 
not get his information about an unknown man from an 
unknown source, he had learnt that the Abilene district 
was known as the tetrarchy of Lysanias, and erroneously 
concluded that Lysanias was alive at the time; and it is 
claimed that he learnt it from the Antiquities. Torrey * 
thinks that both St. Luke and Josephus are dependent 
upon earlier sources. Streeter ® suggests that St. Luke 
had—not read the Antiquities but—heard Josephus lecture 
previously in Rome, and had made some slips when he 
took down hurried notes. The theory of indebtedness 
cannot be considered proved. But if it is accepted, he 
wrote later than 93. Such a date is not impossible for 
a companion of St. Paul; but since he was, presumably, 
a physician before he joined the Apostle on his travels, he 
can hardly have been born much later than a.p. 20, and was 


1 Antig. x1x.v.1. * Jb, xx. vii. 1. * Cronin, J.7h.S., xviii. 147-51. 

4 Instructor in Semitic languages at Andover Theological Semi- 
nary. Zhe Composition and Date of Acts, pp. 69 ff. 

5 The Four Gospels, p. 557°. 
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therefore some seventy-five years of age when he wrote 
both the Gospel and the Acts, which is a somewhat ad- 
vanced age for the execution of such a work. If the Acts 
was written about 90, and the Gospel 80-5, all the evidence 
(apart from Josephus) is satisfied. 


§ 5. Place of Writing 


Mark, (rt) In 2 Tim. iv. 11 (a passage from St. Paul’s own 
hand) directions are given for St. Mark to be brought to 
Rome. (2) Very soon afterwards 1 Pet. v. 13 implies that he 
is there. Even if the Epistle was not the work of St. Peter, 
it must have been written early enough for Polycarp to 
knowit; i.e., the presence of St. Mark with the Apostle at 
Rome must have been accepted as a fact by, say, IIo. 
Merrill! contends, as many writers in the past have con- 
tended, that ‘Babylon’ (in 1 Pet. doc. ct.) means the Meso- 
potamian city, and that St. Peter never visited the capital. 
But this criticism has commended itself to few. See 
Streeter’s note, of. cit., p. 489. If he was not in Rome, 
something is required—supposing the Epistle not to be 
authentic—to account for the belief that he was. That 
belief is perhaps implied by Ignatius in his letter to Rome 
(iv. 3): ‘I do not enjoin you like Peterand Paul’; and even 
more clearly by Clement of Rome, who, in his letter to 
Corinth (v. vi) speaks of the deaths of Peter and Paul in 
close connexion with the Neronian persecution. But, as 
Streeter argues, if a mistaken inference was drawn from 
Clement’s words, the acceptance of that inference would be 
rendered easier if there was a prior belief that a Gospel, 
representing St. Peter’s reminiscences, had emanated from 
Rome. ‘Thus the hypothesis that Mark was written in 
Rome is a legitimate inference from the tradition that Peter 
and Mark were together in Rome, if that is historical ; or, if 


* Professor of Latin at the University of Chicago. Essays on Early 
Church History, p. 311 f. 


ae ee ee Se eee 


oe i EY 


PLACE OF WRITING 37 


that tradition is not historical, then it helps to explain its 
origin.’ (3) Irenaeus (quoted on p. 27) adds to the state- 
ment of Papias the significant fact that St. Mark wrote 
after the death of St. Peter and St. Paul, who had been 
(as he says in the previous context) ‘preaching and found- 
ing the Church in Rome’. This would have little point 
unless he thought that he wrote at Rome, carrying on their 
work. (4) Clement Alex. evidently understood it so, for 
he explicitly places St. Mark’s work at Rome in the life- 
time of St. Peter (see p. 28). (5) The Second Gospel was 
the least popular of the four; and without the backing of 
some strong authority such as that of the Roman Church, 
might not have been included in the Canon at all. 

Two points of internal evidence are sometimes adduced 
which cannot be allowed much weight: (a) The writer uses 
Latinisms (see Thumb,’ Dict. of the Apost. Church, 1. 555). 
But this might be done anywhere in the Roman Empire. 
In Egypt, for example, the papyri show how easily Latin 
could penetrate the popular Greek. Even the First Evan- 
gelist could adopt guadrans (v. 26) from a Jewish-Christian 
source, and praetorium (xxvil. 27) from Mark. (b) He men- 
tions Rufus as a son of Simon the Cyrenaean (xv. 21) ; and 
St. Paul sends greeting to a Rufus in Rom. xvi. 13. They 
were not necessarily the same person ; the name was com- 
mon. But even if they were, it is very probable that Rom. 
XVi was written not to Rome but to Ephesus (see p. 141 f.). 

Tradition afterwards placed St. Mark at Alexandria. But 
the Gospel cannot have been written there (as stated in the 
subscriptions of the MSS. Y and 473), because, as Turner? 
says, ‘Alexandrine Christianity, during more than a century 
and a half after Christ, stood almost completely aloof from 
the main current of Church life’. 


1 Professor of Comparative Philology in the University of Strass- 
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Matthew. One of the chief merits of Dr. Streeter’s work 
on the Four Gospels is its insistence on the fact that each 
of them must have had its original home in one of the great 
apostolic Churches, to which appeal was made against the 
Gnostic claim to a secret tradition. The First Gospel is 
anonymous; and therefore its author must have been 
known, and it must have been read and honoured, in one of 
the great Churches, or it would not have become the 
favourite Gospel; it would not, indeed, have enjoyed any 
circulation at all. 

The tradition, traceable to Irenaeus, who in turn was de- 
pendent upon the words of Papias, that the First Gospel 
was written for ‘Hebrews’, though its Aramaic origin can- 
not be maintained, points at least to the East as the place of 
its origin. And there is evidence that it was largely used 
by Jewish Christians. This makes Rome, Ephesus, or 
Alexandria impossible. There are left Caesarea or some 
Church in Palestine, and Antioch. With regard to the first, 
Streeter’s reasoning (op. cit, p. 502 f.) that ‘the official 
Gospel of a Church which was the port of entry of Samaria 
was not very likely to have contained the command, “Enter 
not into any city of the Samaritans”’, is not very convincing. 
And against any Church in Palestine he argues that the 
‘haggadic’ use of Mark in Matt. shows that Mark must 
have been known in the Church where the latter was 
written ‘long enough to have become an established 
authority—a document which teachers and preachers 
expounded by methods familiar in the exposition of 
Scripture’. But he does not make it clear why this 
would be impossible anywhere in Palestine. The writer, 
however, seems to have lived at some place where the 
Christians were not in close touch with Jerusalem. He 
apparently had no knowledge, or at least made no indepen- 
dent use, of the Hebrew Old Testament, and employs no 
distinctively Jerusalemite traditions. Antioch, therefore, is 
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the place which seems to satisfy the conditions best. 
Streeter refers to Burkitt who points out that the use of 
the verb émdécxew, Matt. xxviii. 1, implies the Gentile 
mode of reckoning time and suggests Antioch. And if that 
was the place of writing, the use of the Gospel by Ignatius, 
Bishop of Antioch, is explained (see p. 32). 

Luke. There was a tradition that St. Luke was a native of 
Antioch,! which is in keeping with the large part which 
Antioch plays in the narrative of the Acés.2 But it does not 
follow that he wrote his Gospel there. Streeter (of. cit., 
P-. 533) points out that ‘no Church writer and no MS. 
“subscription” says that Luke wrote at Antioch’. And he 
adds, ‘the fact that the connexion of Peter with Antioch— 
the proudest boast of that Church—is completely ignored 
is fatal to the theory of some modern scholars that the book 
was written in and for that Church’. It may also be said 
that if Matthew was written at Antioch Luke was not. The 
tone and language and general atmosphere are too different. 
A large part of his sources was no doubt collected in 
Palestine; he had access, in particular, to Jerusalemite 
traditions. But he wrote for the Gentile Theophilus and 
other readers who were unacquainted with Palestine, since 
topographical explanations are given of Nazareth (i. 26), 
Bethlehem (ii. 4), Capharnaum (iv. 31), the country of the 
Gerasenes (viii. 26), Arimathaea (xxiii. 51), Emmaus (xxiv.19). 

Moreover, the same Prologue places the writing of the 
Gospel in Achaea ; and that is assumed by Gregory Naz. 
(Orat. xxxiii. 11), and the tradition is reflected by Jerome 


1 Found in the ‘Monarchian Prologue’ to the Gospel, and in Eus, 
H. E. iii. 4, the tradition being carried on by Jerome (Praef. in Matt., 
De vir. ill. 7). If Eus. was independent of the Prologue, as Harnack 
thinks, they go back to a very early common source. Possibly, but 
not necessarily, the tradition is an inference from the reading of D at 
Acts xi, 27: ‘and when we were gathered together, one of them named 
Agabus,’&c. Ifso, the evidence for the reading is greatly strengthened. 

2 See Harnack, Luke the Physician, pp. 20-4. 
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(Praef. in Matt). But the latter also places the writing of 
the Acts in Rome, a conclusion which can be safely drawn 
from the contents of the book. The Gospel and the Acts 
were not necessarily written in the same place; there was 
probably some interval between the two, during which St. 
Luke could have moved from Achaea to Rome. There 
was, further, a tradition that he was buried at Thebes in 
Boeotia ; this had been well accepted by the time of Con- 
stantine, who removed what he believed to be his bones to 
Constantinople. None of the evidence is decisive, but if 
we are to indulge in conjecture, that of Streeter is as likely 
as any: ‘The name Theophilus in the Lucan Prefaces 
looks like a prudential pseudonym for some Roman of 
position—xpériore might be translated “ your Excellence ” ; 
and if Luke had a special connexion with some personage 
who, after a provincial governorship (perhaps of Achaea, 
resident at Corinth), subsequently returned to Rome, all 
the conditions would be satisfied. But in that case a copy 
of the Gospel would have been brought to Rome by Luke 
himself so soon after it was written, that from the point of 
view of its circulation in the Church at large, it may prac- 
tically be reckoned as a second Roman Gospel’ (of. cit, 


P. 534 f.). 
$6. Original Language 


The opinion, long universally held, that all the three 
synoptic Gospels were originally written in Greek has been 
controverted in modern times, partly in consequence of an 
ancient tradition about Matthew, and partly from internal 
evidence. The question of the language of the Gospels as 
they stand must be carefully distinguished from that of 
their sources. It is probable (see p. 69 f.) that Lk. i, ii are 
a translation, or at least based upon a translation, from a 
Hebrew document ; and perhaps the same must be said of 
Matt. i, 11. Also that St. Matthew the Apostle made an 
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Aramaic collection of /ogia, which was expanded into dif- 
ferent Greek recensions, from two of which a portion of 
Matt. and Luke was derived. And any oral tradition of our 
Lord’s words and deeds handed down by His Palestinian 
contemporaries ultimately goes back to Aramaic, which 
was the vernacular of Palestine. 

Mark. There is no early tradition that the Second 
Gospel is a translation, but that is maintained by some 
modern scholars. The treatment of the subject by Blass? 
(Philology of the Gospels, ch. xi) is not, indeed, convincing. 
He thinks that the first part of the Acts was based on an 
Aramaic writing by St. Mark which formed a continuation 
of his Gospel, and therefore that the Aramaisms to be 
found there were St. Mark’s Aramaisms. Hence ‘if 
Mark’s second part was written in Aramaic, then his first 
part, that is the Gospel, must have been originally written 
in the same language’. As evidence that the Gospel was 
written in Aramaic he notes textual variations which sug- 
gest ‘the idea that there existed a plurality of versions 
[or rather redactions] of a common Aramaic original, and 
that St. Luke “used another Mark”’’. ‘ Before writing his 
own Gospel he made a Greek redaction of that of Mark.’ 
‘ Another translation of Mark, or other translations, were 
made by other persons, and one version among these was 
that which eventually predominated, but the others have at 
least left their traces.’ But in no single case of variant 
readings does Blass try to show that one of the readings 
revealsan Aramaic original. Variants can be accounted 
for in many other ways, and his conjectures cannot be said 
to have created the least probability of an original Aramaic 
Mark. 

But a stronger case is made by linguistic arguments. 
Wellhausen? points to the general Semitic colouring of 


1 Professor of Classical Philology in the University of Halle. 
2 Einleitung in die drei ersten Evangelien, pp. 14-42. 


42 THE SYNOPTIC GOSPELS 


style and syntax, a few only of his numerous instances 
being specifically Aramaic. (He shows also that when 
Matt. and Luke differ, especially in words of our Lord, the 
difference can occasionally be explained by reference to the 
Aramaic which He spoke.) Allen? cites the frequent use 
of certain particles: caf=}, ed0vs=T0, rédww =D, Gre recit. 
=. In syntax he refers to instances of asyndeton, to the 
frequent historic present corresponding to the Aramaic 
participle, and to the use of the participle with the verb ‘to 
be’ as a periphrasis for a verb in a past sense. And he 
adduces some expressions which seem to reflect Aramaic 
idioms. The phenomena certainly point to Aramaic, but the 
question is whether they imply actual translation or only 
the work of a bilingual writer whose Greek was influenced 
by the fact that he habitually thought in Aramaic. Allen 
and Wellhausen decide in favour of the former. And the 
theory is supported by Torrey (Harvard Theological Re- 
view, Oct. 1923), who believes in the Aramaic origin of all 
the four Gospels (as well as of Acts i-xv). On the other 
hand, Allen’s results are tested by Burney ? (The Aramaic 
Origin of the Fourth Gospel), who shows that the Aramaic 
colouring of Mark is not nearly as striking as that of John, 
and says rightly (p. 19), ‘What is needed to substantiate 
the theory of an Aramaic original for Mark is some cogent 
evidence of mistranslation; and this has not yet been 
advanced’. 

Matthew. That St. Matthew wrote for Hebrews in 
‘Hebrew’ (i.e. Aramaic) was a tradition which can be traced 
to Irenaeus. See the passage quoted on p. 28f., where the 
testimonies of Origen, Eusebius, and Jerome to the same 
effect are given. To these may be added those of Cyril 
Jerus., Catech. xiv, ‘Matthew who wrote the Gospel in 
the Hebrew tongue’, and Epiphanius, Haer.1.i.51, ‘ And 


1 Expositor, June 1g00, and S#. Mark, pp. 48-50. 
* Sometime Oriel Professor, Oxford, and Canon of Rochester. 
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this Matthew writes the Gospel in Hebrew (EBpatxois 
yp%upaor), and preaches, and begins not from the beginning 
but gives the genealogy from Abraham’. 

Two causes seem to have created this tradition—firstly 
the words of Papias, ‘Matthew composed the /ogia in the 
Hebrew language’ (see p. 4), and secondly the existence of 
apocryphal Gospels, current in Jewish-Christian circles, 
which were closely related to Matz. (see p. 17). In par- 
ticular the Gospel of the Nazarenes was written in Aramaic, 
and used by a Jewish-Christian sect in Beroea in Coele 
Syria. It was clearly based on our Gospel, but by Jerome 
and others it was identified with it. Zahn,! though he 
recognizes this, accepts the tradition, and believes that the 
First Gospel was originally written in Aramaic. But he 
makes no attempt to support his theory linguistically, and 
in fact it cannot be done. An ancient translation from 
a document in another language always betrays itself in 
vocabulary and syntax. Some of our Lord’s words in 
Matt. and Luke, as has been said above, show traces of 
their Aramaic origin, but both Gospels as wholes are 
entirely free from Aramaisms. The tradition reflected in 
Irenaeus and the others cannot compete with the fact that, 
apart from Old Testament quotations, Matthew is quite 
innocent of ‘translation Greek’. Nor can it compete with 
the fact that the writer transparently uses the Greek Mark. 

Luke. St. Luke, a Hellenist, some even think a Gentile, 
cannot, probably, himself have written ina Semiticlanguage, 
even if he could read it. The probability of a Hebrew 
source for chs. i, li is discussed on p. 69f., and of Aramaic 
sources for some, or the whole, of Acts i-xv on pp. 83-5. It 
is improbable that he translated them, but he incorporated 
translations, which he touched up, as usual, with his own 
distinctive style and vocabulary. The remainder of the 


1 Professor of Theology in the University of Erlangen. Jntrod. to 
the N.T. (trans. Trout), vol. ii, § 54. 
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Gospel shows no sign of a Semitic origin, with two excep- 
tions. In some of our Lord’s utterances from Q His 
original Aramaic can be detected behind the Greek ; and 
the LXX, itself a translation, was employed for Old 
Testament quotations, and deeply colours the whole work, 
giving it an archaic, Semitic tinge, which St. Luke no doubt 
thought more suitable than the artificial, rhetorical Greek 
of the period (which is found only in i. 1-4) for the narra- 
tion of the Lord’s words and deeds, which were as sacred 
as the Old Testament, and required a biblical style. 
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Ill. THE SYNOPTIC PROBLEM 
§ 1. The Problem 


HE first three Gospels, as has been said, are called 
‘synoptic’ because they give in general the same view 
of our Lord’s life, and follow broadly the same narrative 
framework with a similarity in the selection of material and 
in language and vocabulary. In these respects they differ 
widely from the Fourth Gospel. And the problem, the 
study of which may be said to have begun with Gieseler 
and Schleiermacher early in the eighteenth century, is to 
determine their literary origin and the way in which each 
of them has come to be what it is. 

When Westcott wrote his /utroduction to the Study of the 
Gospels in 1860 he added his weight to the theory of ‘an 
original oral Gospel, definite in general outline and even in 
language, which was committed to writing in the lapse of 
time in various special shapes, according to the typical 
forms which it assumed in the preaching of different 
Apostles’ (p. 174 f.). The definiteness of outline and 
language, he thought, was due to the fact that the Apostles 
‘remained together at Jerusalem in close communion long 
enough to shape a common narrative, and to fix it with the 
requisite consistency’. He was followed, among others, 
by Salmon (sometime Provost of Trinity College, Dublin) : 
‘an oral Gospel which gave a continuous history of His 
[Christ’s] life from His baptism by John to His crucifixion’ 
(The Human Element in the Gospels, p. 27 f., published in 
1907). Other writers, e.g. A. Wright? (Synopsis of the 
Gospels in Greek, 1896, 1903), and Plummer (S¢. Luke, 1896) 


1 But in his Jutroduction to the N.T., 1885, 5th ed. 1891, he had 
declined to admit that the common source of the Gospels was purely 
oral (p. 123 f.). 

2 Formerly Fellow of Queens’ College, Cambridge. 
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continued to hold the oral hypothesis, but in modified 
forms under the pressure of the growing study of the 
problem. To-day, though some effect of oral tradition on 
the formation of the Gospels is, and must be, recognized 
by every one, the idea of a primary stereotyped corpus of 
preaching has been abandoned, chiefly for the following 
reasons : (a) The preservation of the common outline both 
in order and language, in widely different places, before 
any sacredness of inspiration attached to it, must have been 
so difficult as to amount to an impossibility. (6) If the 
common outline included the teaching of Jesus as we have 
it in Matthew and Luke why is it almost wholly omitted 
from Mark? And why did the writers of the two former 
feel free to incorporate it so differently—St. Luke in three 
main portions of his Gospel, St. Matthew in extended 
discourses, each with its own aim and character? (¢) It is 
very improbable that these two writers, in reproducing 
large quantities of non-Marcan material, would be able so 
consistently to revert to the original order of sections if 
their source was only the common oral outline. And 
generally speaking it is difficult to imagine how, with all 
their purposive adaptations and additions, they adhered so 
steadily to the wording, often in minute and unimportant 
details, of the oral Gospel. 

The theory on which there has been, for some time, an 
almost universal agreement, though with a multitude of 
differences in its detailed application, is known as the ‘ two- 
document theory’: (1) The writers of Matt. and Luke each 
used in a written form the Second Gospel virtually iden- 
tical with ours. (2) To their reproductions of the Marcan 
material each makes large additions, consisting chiefly of 


sayings and discourses of our Lord, drawn from a common ~ 


source Q, which has been noticed above (p. 7). (3) To 
this they further added material peculiar to each, drawn 
probably from a variety of written sources and from local 
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oral tradition. The two documents which give the name 
to the theory are thus Mark and Q. But the name is 
inadequate, since it does not take account of the use of the 
large amount of special material found in both Ma#t. and 
Luke. And the‘ four-document theory’ urged by Streeter, 
whether or not his scheme is accepted in all its details, 
comes much nearer to representing the facts. 

He gave foretastes of his theory in the Hibbert Journal, 
October, 1921 ; and has recently elaborated it in his impor- 
tant work The Four Gospels, 1924, to which references have 
already been made.! It is briefly as follows: The four 
documents are Mark, Q, M, and L. (1) Mark was the 
earliest of our written Gospels, and was used by the 
authors of Madt. and Luke; the former based his work on 


_ Mark, following it closely, and inserting Q and M into it 


by fusion ; the latter had written the groundwork of his 
Gospel, ‘ Proto-Luke’, consisting of a combination of L and 
Q, years before he came across Mark; and he inserted 
the Marcan material into LQ at intervals in blocks. (2) 
O was a Greek document containing the collection which, 
according to Papias, St. Matthew had made in Aramaic of 
our Lord’s sayings. This seems to have contained also 
narrative settings ; and it was an important element in the 
formation of both Matt.and Luke. (3) M stands fora large 


residue of matter peculiar to Matt, most of it having a 


more or less distinct Judaistic colouring. (4) L stands for 
a considerable quantity of material peculiar to St. Luke’s 
work. Hecollectedas much as he could in Palestine and 
in Caesarea; and when he became acquainted with Q, 
probably in Antioch, he wedged it into L, for the most part 
in blocks. The contents of L, according to Streeter, are 
given below, (p. 68f.). It will be seen that they form, in 
some sort, a Gospel in themselves. 

Streeter claims, with justice, that his theory, while 


1 Further elaborated by Vincent Taylor, Behind the Third Gospel, 1926. 
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detracting in no way from the value of Mark and Q, raises 
M and L to ahigher importance, enhancing their authority, 
generally speaking, for a knowledge of our Lord’s life and 
teaching. 


§ 2. The Marcan Source 


The earliest tradition that we possess with regard to 
Mark is in the passage given above (p. 6), which is quoted 
as a statement of the ‘Presbyter’ by Papias, Bishop of 
Hierapolis c. a.D. 140, and preserved by Eusebius (4. £. 
iii. 39). If Papias reproduces the statement, or the sub- 
stance of it, correctly, and if his words are given accurately 
by Eus., it is a passage of great historical value. The 
word épunvevryjs, accepted by Irenaeus 11. i. 1 (=Eus. 
H. E. v. 8), xi. 6, who is followed by Tertullian (¢. Mare. 
iv. 5), does not, as most writers agree, bear the meaning 
usually attached to the word ‘interpreter’ in modern 
times. It does not imply that while St. Peter was preach- 
ing in Aramaic St. Mark gave to his audience a Greek 
translation of his words sentence by sentence. Still less 
can it mean that St. Mark at Rome translated into Latin 
St. Peter’s Greek preaching.t. Papias means that St. Peter 
preached in Aramaic, and that St. Mark at a later time— 
after the Apostle’s death in fact—set down in Greek for 
other circles of Christians all that he remembered. This 
is perhaps the meaning of the opening words of the muti- 
lated Muratorian fragment (see p. 346f.): ‘quibus tamen 
interfuit et ita posuit’; ‘[Peter’s instructions] at which,? 


* See J. B. Lightfoot (sometime Bishop of Durham), Clement of 
Rome, vol. ii, p. 494, and West, Interpreter, July 1924, pp. 295-9. 
Christianity had been brought to Rome by Greek-speaking people, 
and the Church there was, for some time, largely composed of slaves 
and others of the humblest classes, who were not Roman but Greek 
in origin or speech. So that for more than a century after St. Peter’s 
preaching at Rome no Latin translation of his Greek was needed. 

? Or perhaps [ali]quibus, ‘at some of them’. 
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nevertheless, he was present, and thus [i.e. in the Gospel 
which we possess] committed to writing’. It may be taken 
as very probable that in the Second Gospel, practically as 
we have it, St. Mark wrote down in Greek what he remem- 
bered of St. Peter’s Aramaic discourses about Christ. 

The reason for the theory that this writing was used by 
the authors of Matthew and Luke is that it accounts better 
than any other for the following phenomena:! (a) While 
Matt. and Luke are quite independent in their Infancy 
narratives, they begin to agree with one another and with 
Mark at the point where the latter begins—the ministry of 
the Baptist. (6) Both Mai. and Luke contain nearly the 
whole of Mark’s subject-matter, and with a few exceptions 
Matt. follows Mark’s arrangement of the material (see pp. 
18 ff.), though both Matt. and Luke insert large quantities of 
other matter, some of it peculiar to each, and some of it 
common to both but differently placed and handled. (c) 
Each of them sometimes omits Marcan material, but they 
very seldom agree in what they omit. (d) Each of them 
sometimes departs from the Marcan sequence of narrative, 
but they very seldom agree in doing so; when one departs 
from, the other retains, the Marcan sequence. (e) To avery 
great extent, as the study of a Greek synopsis will show, 
they are both in striking agreement with Mark in details 
of narrative and phraseology. Sometimes one or other— 
more often Matt. than Luke—agrees with Mark while the 
other diverges. And the cases in which the two agree in 
details of this kind while differing from Mark are extra- 
ordinarily few. The same facts are given more statistically 
by Streeter (pp. 159-68). 

Other less successful theories have been advanced. 
Some writers have postulated a document which held the 
same relation to our Gospels as was held by the fixed 
catechetical tradition of the oral hypothesis. It was an 

1 See Stanton, The Gospels as Historical Documents, ii. 34. 
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Ur-Evangelium, a primitive written Gospel, some say in 
Hebrew, some in Aramaic, on which our Gospels were 
based. It is thought that Mark is practically a translation 
of parts of it, or that the second evangelist used it as did 
the first and the third. But in either case it is difficult to 
imagine why he should have omitted the large amount of 
narratives and discourses preserved in Matt. and Luke. 
Zahn held that the primitive Gospel was an Aramaic 
Matthew ; that this was used by the writer of Mark; and 
that our present Matthew was formed by translation from 
the Aramaic plus the use of Mark. Other theories con- 
tinue to be suggested: e. g. by W. Lockton (Church Quart. 
Rev., July 1922), that Mark was formed out of Luke, the 
earliest Gospel, and Matt. out of both Luke and Mark; 
and conversely by H. G. Jameson (The Origin of the Syn. 
Gospels, Oxford, 1922) that ark was formed out of Maiz., 
the earliest. Gospel, and Luke out of Matt.and Mark.' But 
the theory that 7k. and Q were two of the chief sources of 
Mait. and Lk. is accepted by the mass of N. T. scholars 
as covering the facts more nearly than any other. 

Ur-Marcus. Whether ark as it stands was the original 
form of the work is another matter, on which scholars of the 
first rank have disagreed. Some think that St. Mark’s work, 
in which he committed to writing his reminiscences of St. 
Peter’s teaching, was edited by a compiler, who brought it 
to-its present form by rearrangements and additions. The 
evidence adduced is mainly of three kinds: (@) Want-of 
cohesion in the structure and order of the material. (6) 
Agreements of Mat. and Luke against Mark when 
they are employing Marcan material. (c) The presence in 
Mark of ‘Paulinisms’* or other features thought to be 
secondary on subjective grounds. 


1 See a review by Burkitt, Journ. Theol. Stud. xxiv. 441 ff. 
* Strenuously denied in the interesting study by M. Werner, Der 
Einfluss paulinischer Theologie im Markusevangelium, 1923. 
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(a) It is true that some dislocations and rearrangements 
may be due to the evangelist having incorporated frag- 
ments from earlier writings ; but that is very different from 
the Ur-Marcus theory. And some may be the work of an 
editorial hand later than Matt.and Luke. Both these possi- 
bilities will be considered below. But the want of cohesion 
which is occasionally noticeable has been greatly exag- 
gerated by some writers. When it occurs it may be 
largely explained by the fact that St. Mark, as Papias says, 


- did not write régec ; he was not careful to observe a literary 


or artistic order and smoothness in order to present his 
ideas systematically. He recorded some things parentheti- 
cally, as they occurred to him. This will account, for 
example, for the rapid sketch of the events in his prologue 
(i. I-14) up to the time when Simon comes on the scene. 
No other literary explanation is needed, as, e. g., that the 
editor is rapidly outlining familiar events to the point where 
his source, Ur-Marcus, begins; or that St. Mark is abridg- 
ing Q; or that he is using Matt. or Luke or both. It will 
account also for the position of the visit to Nazareth (vi. 
1-6), which Moffatt describes as an ‘erratic boulder’, for 
the following commission to the Twelve (vi. 6b-18), and 
some other loosely attached sections and chronological dis- 
placements. 

(6) The agreements of Matt. and Luke against Mark do 
not amount to very much. See Burkitt! who examines 
twenty instances collected by Sir J. Hawkins.? ‘Some of 
them’, as he says, ‘are concerned with very small points 
indeed, while in others the agreement between Matt. and 
Luke is best explained as due to special and fairly obvious 
causes.’ In most cases they have independently polished 
Mark’s more primitive style, so that, as Streeter says, ‘ If 
the coincident agreements of Matthew and Luke can only 

1 Gospel History and its Transmission, pp. 42-58. 


2 Horae Synopticae, p. 174 f. 
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be explained on the theory that they used a different 
edition of Mark to the one we have, then it is the earlier of 
the two editions, the Ur-Marcus in fact, that has survived ’. 

The most striking instance is in Matt. xxvi. 67 f. =Lk. 
xxii. 63 ff, which have the words ‘saying’ and ‘ who is he 
that struck thee ?’ which are absent from Mark. They are 
more suitable, as Burkitt suggests, in Lé. than in Maitt., and 
their insertion in the latter may be merely an early harmo- 
nization. And this is probably the explanation of agree- 
ments in some other cases. Turner suggests further that 
the author of att, may have used a more corrupt text of 
Mz. than our present one, and that some of its corruptions 
were in the text used by St. Luke. 

Streeter bids us ‘renounce once for all the chase of the 
phantom Ur-Marcus, and the study of the minor agree- 
ments becomes the highway to the recovery of the purest 
text of the Gospels’. 

(c) Some writers have gone to great lengths in this 
direction, maintaining not only that an original Mark has 
been edited, but that there has been a combining and edit- 
ing of more than one source, each source and each process 
of editing or redacting removing the Gospel further from 
the simple, primitive picture of Jesus as a Rabbi desider- 
ated by some modern liberal theologians. Moffatt, who 
himself holds the Ur-Marcus theory, gives some examples 
of this ultra-analysis, which he rightly condemns. And see 
N. P. Williams’s? study of Wendling’s theory *in which he 
illustrates the subjective character of this kind of criticism. 

Burkitt * closes his examination of the Ur-Marcus theory 
by pointing out that the Gospel ‘deals mainly with a cycle 
of events foreign to the life and interests of the growing 


1 Introd. Lit. N.T., p. 2271. 

® Fellow of Exeter College, Oxford. 

° Oxford Studies in the Synoptic Problem, ch. xiii. 
EEO pact. ). OL: 
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Christian communities’. The evangelist desires, indeed, 
to produce the impression that Jesus Christ was the Son of 
God, but he does so by recording biographical details of 
the Ministry. What interested the early Church was, on 
the one hand, the series of main events, foretold, as was 
believed, in the Old Testament—the Nativity, Death, and 
Resurrection, on which Christianity depended, and which 
therefore became the basis of the Creeds ; and on the other, 
the Ethics of Christianity, the foundation of which was the 
teaching of Jesus. And it is not easy to see what should 
have led a succession of revisers and redactors to take the 
trouble to revise or redact a narrative which did not supply 
as much material for the former as either (at. or Luke, 
and hardly any for the latter. 

Use of earlier sources, There are not many instances of 
this, but in a few cases it reaches some degree of proba- 
bility. (a) The events of viii. 1-26 are a duplicate of those 
related in vi. 31-vil. 37, as the following table shows : 


Mark Matt. Mark. Matt. 


(i) vi. 31-44. xiv. 13-21. Miraculous feeding of viii, 1-9, xv. 32-8. 
a multitude some- 
where on the east of 


the lake. 

(ii) 45-52. 22-33. Crossing the lake. toa. 39a. 

(iii) 53-6. 34-6. Arrival at the west of to b, 39b. 
the lake. 

(iv) vii. 1-23. xv. 1-20. Conflict with the au- II, 12, xvi, I-44. 
thorities. 

(v) 24-31. 21-8. Avoidance of the do- 13-21. 4b-r1a2, 
minion of Antipas. 

(vi) 32-7. vacat. Healing on the east of 22-6, vacat, 
the lake. 


It will be seen that /a/t. has parallels to all except to the 
two miracles of healing with the use of saliva, But in xv. 
29-31 there is a general mention of healings which stands 
over against Mk. vii. 32-7. Luke omits the whole of both 
series, except the sayings in vill. 12 (= Lk. xi. 29) and viii. 
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15 (= Lk. xii. 1). The correspondence in the order of the 
narratives points to a certain fixation of order in the oral 
tradition, such as used to be claimed for the whole Gospel 
narrative to an undue extent by the upholders of the oral 
hypothesis. (b) It is possible that the stories of the Trans- 
figuration (ix. 2-13) and of the plotting of the chief priest 
and scribes (xiv. 1, 2) are taken from an earlier source. 
St. Mark’s time references, ‘And after six days’, ‘And it 
was the Passover and the é(vyua[Feast of Unleavened Cakes] 
after two days’, are different in kind and style from the 
vague expressions in i. 9; il. 1; vili. 1. (¢) The ‘little Apo- 
calypse’ incorporated in ch. xiii, as has been said (p. 30), 
probably circulated at one time as an independent pam- 
phlet. 

If St. Mark has incorporated these passages from written 
sources they are probably not the only ones. But there is 
no reason to suppose that they are either numerous or 
extensive. The question whether Q was another of his 
sources is discussed below. 

Editorial additions. It is probable, further, that his work 
was ‘touched up’ at a later time than Matt. and Luke, so 
that passages and expressions in our present Mark are 
wanting in both. Among writers who adopt this view are 
Sanday! and Stanton.? This kind of agreement against 
Mark is not, indeed, in every case a criterion. In some 
points the writers of Matt. and Luke may have corrected 
Mark independently. And it would be rash to claim that 
we possess the true text of either Matt. or Luke; if we 
could arrive at it, some of their agreements would probably 
disappear.* It would be rash also to state with confidence 
what material either of them must have wished to omit or 


* Sometime Lady Margaret Professor of Divinity, Oxford. Oxford 
Studies in the Synoptic Problem, pp. 21-4. 

The Gospels as Historical Documents, ii, pp. 142-5. 

® See Turner, Journ. Theol. Stud., Jan. 1909, 175 ff. 
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include. But, in fact, their agreements are probably the 
only criterion we have. They will be found collected in 
Abbott, Corrections of Mark, tot. 

A considerable fraction—about a quarter—of Mark is 
found in Mazz. but absent from Luke. And some have held 
that this was added to Mark later than Luke. This is 
strongly maintained by Stanton,' though he admits that ‘it 
is not, perhaps, absolutely necessary’. Some passages, he 
thinks, St. Luke found in Mark, but had reasons for omit- 
ting. But those for which he sees no reasons, which he 
enumerates on p. 167n., he assigns to a later writer who 
might be called Deutero-Mark. They amount to between 
one-fifth and one-sixth of the Gospel. But the view has 
not found general acceptance. Hawkins? finds reasons 
for all the omissions, most of which are fairly adequate. 
But we cannot expect to know all St. Luke’s reasons, 
while many of his omissions were probably due to the fact 
that it was necessary to keep his work within certain limits, 
and he needed the room for much other material, more 
suitable to his purpose, which he had collected. Further, 
the question of style cannot be quite disregarded. If the 
portions of Mark due to an amplificator amounted to one- 
sixth of the Gospel, it is probable that differences would be 
discernible to an extent sufficient to betray his hand. 
Stanton suggests a few (pp. 204 ff.), but they are neither 
striking nor numerous enough to prove the theory. A 
natural inference from his view is that Luke was prior to 
Matt.; and on p. 152 he says that there are good grounds 
for thinking that this may have been so; but on p. 368 he 
writes, ‘there do not appear to me to be sufficient reasons 
for giving precedence to either of them. Luke used the 
original unamplified work of Mark, and the author of 
St. Matthew the amplified one, but this may have been due 
to special circumstances.’ 

1 OD. cit., pp. 152-70. 2 Oxford Studies, pp. 60-74. 
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Mutilations. It has been held by Spitta and others that 
Mark has been mutilated at the beginning, as at the end. 
The opening verses present, indeed, curious difficulties. 
After the heading (whether it is the first clause of the 
evangelist or a mere title by him or an editor) the Gospel 
opens with the words ‘As it is written in Esaias the 
prophet’, but this introduces a quotation not from /sazah 
but from Mal. iii. 1. In v. 3 follow words from Is. xli. 3, 
and in v. 4 the narrative begins, the order being reversed 
in Luke. The theory of mutilation fails to account for these 
difficulties ; they must be the result of editorial manipula- 
tion. It is just possible to make the words éyévero Iwévns 
the apodosis of xé@ws yéypamrai, xrd., ‘according to the 
words in Esaias... John came’. But it is so artificial that 
only an editor who prefixed a quotation, and not the 
evangelist, can be credited with such a construction. The 
quotation from Malachi was probably interpolated from 
a list of /estimonia; it is an independent version of the 
Hebrew, while that from /sazah is from the LXX. Onmit- 
ting the interpolation Rawlinson (St. Mark, p. 5 f.), follow- 
ing Turner,! makes v. 4 the apodosis to v.1: ‘ The starting- 
point of the Good News about Jesus Christ (in accordance 
with the scriptural words of the Prophet Isaiah...) was 
John, who baptized, &c.’ An awkward parenthesis of this 
kind finds parallels in St. Mark’s work, but a difficulty in 
this explanation is that the word ‘Gospel’ has a different 
meaning in v. 14, 1.e. the ‘good tidings of God’ which 
Jesus proclaimed, that ‘the time is fulfilled and the King- 
dom of God is at hand’. In v. 15, ‘believe in the Gospel’, 
the meaning is the same as in v. 1, as also the use of the 
word in Vili. 35, X. 29. 

A mutilation in the middle of Mark has been suggested 
as an explanation of St. Luke’s ‘great omission’ of Mk. vi. 


+ Journ. Theol. Stud. xxvi.146. See the whole series of interesting 
articles on Marcan usage, beginning July 1924. 


THE MARCAN SOURCE 57 


45-vill.26. Streeter! thinks that, by an accident to the 
roll, the copy of Mark used by St. Luke—not by the author 
of Matt.—may have included merely the beginning of the 
‘great omission’, as far as the words adrés pévos, ‘He 
alone’, in vi. 47, and then went straight on to érnpéra rods 
pabnrds, ‘He asked His disciples’, viii. 27. St. Luke did 
his best with the wording at each end of the gap, and in ix. 
18 writes, immediately after the Feeding of the five thou- 
sand, ‘And it came to pass, as He was praying alone, the 
disciples met Him: and He asked them saying, Who do 
the multitudes say that Iam?’ And he inserts the place- 
name Bethsaida into the opening sentence of the story of 
the Feeding, though in other respects he closely follows 
the Marcan version of the story. Streeter offers this only 
as a tentative suggestion ; and it must be admitted that it is 
not very attractive. But something, at present undeter- 
mined, is needed to explain St. Luke’s omission of the 
section. 

That Mark is mutilated at the end is one of the most 
certain results of textual criticism. Most of the best MSS. 
and versions, whether they contain additional material or 
not, indicate that the text stops short at époBobvro yap, ‘ for 
they feared’ (xvi. 8), which is an impossible ending to 
a Gospel. Whether it has lost only the last sheet, as is 
commonly supposed, is uncertain. Burkitt? thinks it ‘a 
more reasonable conjecture that Mark may have lost about 
a third of its original contents, and that the work once dealt 
with the period covered by Acts i-xii, including, for 
instance, the story of Rhoda, Mark’s mother’s maid’. Per- 
secution might perhaps account for it, but that so much 
should have been lost by a mere accident to a roll is not 
likely. The conjecture is connected with the question of 
St. Luke’s sources for those chapters. But why did 


1 Op. cit., pp. 176 fit. 2 Christian Beginnings, p. 83. 
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St. Mark continue his fete ts so far? And if he did, why 
did he stop there? 

As early as Tatian (170) and Irenaeus (185) there was 
current at Rome a passage known as the Longer Conclu- 
sion, which is found in several MSS. (including D) either 
as an appendix or as a part of the text. It was printed in 
the Textus Receptus, and hence stands in our A.V. and 
R.V. as vv. g-20. A few MSS. and versions (but no 
patristic writers) give also a Shorter Conclusion, all, except 
the African 2, before the longer one. And the Freer MS. 
W adds a further passage to the longer one after v.14. The 
evidence for the view that neither conclusion was in the 
original text of Mark is discussed by Hort,! /ntrod. N.T. in 
Greek, Append. pp. 28-51; and additional evidence dis- 
covered since that date (1882), especially the absence of any 
conclusion in the Sin. Syr., and the fact that in © and 
its allied group the Gospel ended at ég@oBoivro ydp, only 
strengthens his results. 

This is not the place to discuss what the lost end of Mark 
may have contained. Streeter argues that it was lost before 
Matt. and Luke were written, and conjectures that it con- 
tained ‘an Appearance to Mary Magdalene, followed by 
one to Peter and others when fishing on the Lake of 
Galilee, and that John derived his version of these inci- 
dents from the lost conclusion of Mark’? 


$3. Lhe Source known as Q 


The First Gospel is anonymous, but St. Matthew’s name 
became attached to it in the Church where he worked. 
This was probably because it incorporated St. Matthew’s 
writing, a collection of the /ogia, as Papias calls them—the 


1 Sometime Lady Margaret Professor in the University of Cam: 
bridge. 
2 Op. cit., pp. 343 f., 351-60. 
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sayings and discourses (or the substance of discourses) of 
our Lord (see p. 4f., note). His work cannot have amounted 
to a ypagy evayyediou such as Irenaeus describes it. And 
that it was the only form in which sayings of our Lord 
found circulation is, of course, impossible ; many of them 
must have been recorded by St. Peter and the other 
Apostles in their preaching and instruction. When it was 
issued ‘each one’ says Papias ‘interpreted it as he was 
able’. The word jjpyjveuce (like the word épunvevrjs which 
Papias uses of St. Mark) must be given its strict meaning 
‘translated’. Salmon,! Stanton,? and others have under- 
stood it to mean ‘ gave extempore interpretations in his own 
language’ to congregations in Church, similar to those of 
the Targumists who interpreted the Hebrew Scriptures in 
the synagogues in their vernacular Aramaic. But there is 
nothing to show that Papias was referring to Church 
services ; he seems rather to have been dealing with the 
development of Christian writings. We are led to think of 
written documents in which St. Matthew’s Aramaic collec- 
tion was done into Greek. These would soon be enlarged 
and altered, becoming what we might call different recen- 
sions. Whether or not the authors of Matt. and Luke 
used two of these, they certainly used two different transla- 
tions, which is occasionally discernible where their varia- 
tions can be explained by slight differences in Aramaic 
words, or by Aramaic words which bear two distinct mean- 
ings. 

Streeter, though he believes in the existence of Q, does 
not believe in the recensions. He suggests (rather specu- 
latively) that the words of the Elder quoted by Papias may 
have been a protest by the Church of Ephesus against the 
newly introduced Gospel of St. Matthew; and ‘his language 
is a slightly contemptuous exaggeration intended to assert 


1 The Human Element in the Gospels, p. 271. 
2 The Gospels as Historical Documents, i, pp. 55-7: 
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that the particular Greek version (i.e. our Gospel of 
Matthew), to the authority of which the critics of the Fourth 
Gospel were appealing, was an anonymous version having 
no claim to direct apostolic authority’. If the Elder were 
himself the author of the Fourth Gospel, as Streeter 
thinks, ‘it would only be the more necessary to point out 
that Gospels like Matthew and Mark, which were at times 
in conflict with it, were no more directly apostolic than 
itself’ (of. cit., p. 21). On the other hand, it has been thought 
that the material used in Matt. and Luke respectively was 
so largely dissimilar that while their common matter goes 
back ultimately to St. Matthew’s collection, they cannot be 
said to have used, even in different recensions, a source 
which had sufficient unity to be designated by one symbol 
Q. Stanton’ supposes that fragmentary translations of 
St. Matthew’s collection were extant, and that the First 
Evangelist has occasionally used one or more of these 
which were fuller than the version used by St. Luke. 
A few writers, Burton? and Allen,’ for example, hold that 
St. Luke did not use Q at all, but obtained the material 
which he has in common with Matt. from a variety of 
sources, one of which, Allen thinks, was possibly Mait. 
itself (see below). 

The question naturally arises whether the author of 
Matt. or Luke shows the greater fidelity to their common 
source in respect of wording and order. As to wording, 
many think that the former adheres to it more closely than 
the latter, and that St. Luke must have treated it, as he 
treated Mark, with the freedom of an artist. The latest 
suggestion is that of Burney (Zhe Poetry of our Lord, 
p. 87f.) who claims that the Semitic parallelism of our 
Lord’s sayings is preserved more faithfully in Ma#¢. than 

1 Op. cit., ii, 78-102. 

* Professor in the University of Chicago. Introduction to the Gos- 
pels, Chicago, 1904. 8 St. Matthew, 
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in Luke. On the other hand, the custom of the former was 
to conflate the language of his sources when they over- 
lapped (see Streeter, pp. 244-54), and hence he would pro- 
bably reproduce the language of any of them less exactly 
than St. Luke. This is the case in some of the not very 
frequent passages where Q and Mark overlapped, and 
therefore it is no doubt the case where Q overlapped his 
other source. But both causes must have operated, so 
that we cannot be sure, except when they are identical, that 
either of them preserves a verbatim report of Q. 

As regards order also opposite opinions are held. In 
Matt. the sayings are mostly grouped into five discourses 
(v-vil. 27; X, Xill. I-52; xvili; xxili-xxv), each followed by 
the formula ‘And it came to pass that when Jesus had 
finished these words’, or the like. Lk. vii. r (parallel to 
Matt. vii. 28) has somewhat similarly : ‘When He had com- 
pleted all these sayings in the ears of the people.” This 
suggests that a formula of this kind stood in Q at the end 
of a discourse, which is supported by the fact that the 
common L.XX expression kai éyévero, which is used in 
Maitt. in each case, is not found elsewhere in that Gospel. 
And since Papias arranged his ‘ Exposition of /oga of the 
Lord’ in five books, it is possible that the original Aramaic 
collection was similarly arranged (Nestle?), a not uncommon 
Jewish device ; e.g. there are five books of the Law, and 
of the Psalms, and five divisions of the Rabbinic Megilloth 
and the Pirge Aboth in their original form. If so, the group- 
ing in Matt. might appear to follow the grouping in Q 
more closely than that in Luke, where the sayings are 
placed in very different positions, sometimes for artistic 
and literary purposes, and rearranged to admit passages 
from other sources. But it was not necessarily in Q that 
the sayings were grouped into five discourses. The author 


1 Sometime of Maulbronn. Zeitschrift N.T. Wissenschaft, 1900, 
pp. 252 ff. 
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of Matt. probably did it himself and inserted the formula 
(derived from Q) at the end of each. 

The opposite view is maintained by Stanton, who argues 
that in combining the Marcan with other material, in parti- 
cular that drawn from Q, ‘Luke decided on the easiest, 
though not the most artistic, plan of inserting the greater 
part of this material in two masses at two different points 
of the Marcan outline (vi. 20-viii. 3 and ix. 51—xvill. 14), so 
as to keep it as free as possible from his Marcan material. 
In the First Gospel, on the other hand, the Marcan and the 
non-Marcan are used part passu, sayings from both being 
brought together when they referred to, or might naturally 
be taken to refer to, the same occasion. The same view 
was held by Streeter; and in his recent work, The Four 
Gospels, he says, ‘If we consider (1) Matthew’s proved 
habit of piling up discourses from Mark, Q and M; (2) the 
fact that sayings like ‘‘ Blessed are your eyes”, Mt. xiii. 
16-17, concerning offences, Mt. xviii. 7—being imbedded 
in extracts from Mark—cannot possibly be in their original 
context as they occur in Matthew, the presumption is 
plainly in favour of the view that Luke’s order is the more 
original’ (p. 275). 

It would be of little use to attempt here a reconstruction 
of the contents of Q, or the original collection of /ogia. No 
less.than sixteen are given by Moffatt,? beside a suggested 
outline of his own. And Streeter, on the basis of his four- 
document theory, gives another. His whole argument 
should be read (pp. 283-92). 

Relation of Matthew and Luke. There are differences of 
opinion as to whether either writer made use of the other’s 
work. That the author of Matt. used Luke has had little 
serious support since Schulze.* But the converse, that 


* Oxford Studies in the Synoptic Problem, p. 147. 
® Introd. Lit. N.T., pp. 197-202. 
® Evangelientafel, ed. 2, 1886. 
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St. Luke used Matt. has been frequently maintained.t No 
conclusive evidence, however, has been adduced ; and the 
chief reason for thinking that the theory is improbable is 
that it is wholly unnecessary. When the two evangelists 
agree against Mark, a variety of causes may have operated : 
(1) they could not help agreeing in some improvements of 
St. Mark’s Aramaic style and somewhat primitive Greek. 
(2) Streeter (pp. 298-305) discusses several which he calls 
‘deceptive agreements’. (3) Others, not very numerous, 
are the result of the overlapping of Q and Mark. (4) There 
is little doubt that textual corruption will account for some 
of the instances: e. g. a word or line which once stood in 
Mark, and was accidentally omitted in the copy from which 
all our MSS. are derived, was preserved in Matt. and Luke; 
or assimilation of parallel passages has taken place, a very 
common form of corruption, commoner, perhaps, than has 
often been supposed. (5) To these may be added the 
possibility, mentioned above and maintained by Stanton 
and others, of editorial additions in Mark later than Matt. 
and Luke. 

Relation of Mark andQ. The remaining problem, whether 
St. Mark knew and made use of Q, is closely connected 
with the foregoing. Opinions, once more, are divided. If 
St. Mark wrote shortly before 7o, and Greek documents 
were growing up based on St. Matthew’s Aramaic collec- 
tion of /ogia, he might quite possibly have met with some 
form of Q at Rome. But if he made any use of it, why did 
he use it so little? It is easier to suppose that, Q being 
current among his readers, he refrained from repeating its 
contents as unnecessary. That he lays emphasis on the 
authoritative power of our Lord’s teaching (see p. 13 f.), and 
yet records so little of it, is best explained if he knew that 


1 For careful statements of this view see Simons, Hai der dritte 
Evangelist den kanontschen Matthdus benutzt ? 1880. Hincks, Journal 
of Bibl. Lit., 1891, pp. 92-156. Lummis, How Luke was written, 1915. 
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his readers were already in possession of a collection of 
sayings, and needed only a narrative to supplement them. 
Burkitt ! gives a list of thirty or thirty-one isolated sayings 
in Mark which occur in more or less similar forms in ¢wo 
passages, either in Matt—Luke or in one or other of them, 
one of which passages in each case appears to be derived 
from Mark and the other from Q. These are often called 
‘doublets’, and are thought by some to imply literary 
dependence of St. Mark on Q. But, as in the case of the 
dependence of St. Luke on Matt. the chief objection to the 
theory is that itis unnecessary. St. Mark may have re- 
called from St. Peter’s preaching, or learnt by oral tradi- 
tion, some sayings contained in Q. This would meet the 
cases in which Burney (oc. céz.) thinks that St. Mark has 
glossed Q, while the Semitic parallelism is better preserved 
in Matt—Luke. As Moffatt says,* ‘The theory assumes 
that QO had a monopoly of such sayings. But the tradition 
of the Churches was far too widespread to permit any such 
restriction of /ogta. Sayings of Jesus, such as come into 
question here, must have been circulating in many direc- 
tions ; and it is contrary to all probabilities that they were 
drawn into the single channel or canal of Q, so that any 
other writer had to derive them from this source.’ Finally, 
an editor of Wark may have inserted a few sayings under 
the influence of Matt—Luke. The theory of St. Mark’s 
dependence on Q is due to a too hard and fast conception 
of the literary growth of the Gospels, and is improbable or 
at least not proved. Fora detailed study of passages see 
Streeter, pp. 186-01. 


1 Gospel History, &c., pp. 148-66. 
2 Op. cil., p. 205. 
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§ 4. Other Sources of Matthew and Luke 


Matthew. That the evangelist drew from sources other 
than Mark and Qis obvious. The following comprise most 
of the material : 

(a) The narratives of the Nativity and Infancy, including 
the Genealogy, embody traditions wholly distinct from 
those in Luke and absent from Mark. It is noticeable 
that Joseph plays a prominent part in them. And Stanton 
suggests that the narratives were current among his kindred 
and descendants, some of whom were highly honoured in 
the Palestinian Church. But if so, the Jewish Christians 
did not shrink from shaping these and other narratives for 
apologetic purposes into mzdrashim on the stories of Moses 
and Israel (see the writer’s St Matthew, p.23). These may 
have been current orally, but the evangelist probably knew 
them in a written form, perhaps a Greek translation of a 
Hebrew document. The play in i. 21 on Jesus (pw) and 
‘shall save’ (yw) is Hebrew, and impossible in Aramaic. 

If the Genealogy is not his own composition it may have 
come from a written source, or it may possibly have been 
added later as a prelude to the Gospel. The heading (i. 0), 
at least, cannot be the work of the same writer as v. 18, 
since yéveors is used with different meanings. 

(6) References to the Old Testament are frequent, as is 
natural in a Jewish-Christian apologetic work. Normally 
the quotations and verbal allusions are clearly dependent 
on the LXX. But one class of quotations differs from the 
rest, i.e. the passages in which attention is drawn to the 
fulfilment of the Old Testament bya formula ‘that it might 
be fulfilled which was spoken through—’ or similar words. 
These are i. 23 (Is. vil. 14) ; i. 6 (Mic. v. 2) ; i. 15 (Hos. xi. x) ; 

1 Spitta, Urchristentum, iii. 2, pp. 122-38, conjectures that the evange- 
list found them in Mark before that Gospel was mutilated, as he thinks, 
at the beginning. But see above, p. 56. 
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ii, 18 (Jer. xxxi. 15) ; ii. 23 (‘ through the prophets’) ; iii. 3 (Is. 
xl. 3); iv. 15 f. (Is. ix. 1 [Heb. viii. 23f-]) ; vill. 17 (Is. lini. 4); Xil. 
18-21 (Is. xlii. 1-4); xiii. 35 (‘through the prophet’; Ps. 
Ixxviii. 2); xxi. 5 (Zech. ix. 9, with reminiscence of Is. Lxil. 11); 
xxvii. 9 (‘through Jeremias the prophet’; Zech. xi. 12 f)). 
And with the exception of ili. 3, which occurs in Mk. 1. 3; Lk. 
iii. 4 (see p. 56), all are peculiar to Matt. These quotations 
differ from the others in the First Gospel in adhering less 
closely to the LXX. They appear to be independent 
translations, though in some cases perhaps influenced by 
the LXX. Not only so, but some of them (i. 23 ; 11. 6, 15; 
iv. 15f. ; xii. 18 ff. ; xii. 35) differ from our Hebrew text as 
well as from the LXX, and in i. 23 the impersonal 
kadécovow, ‘people shall call His name’, i.e. His name 
shall be called, is an Aramaic feature. It is possible, there- 
fore, that the source for these quotations was a translation 
of an Aramaic collection of /estimonzia." 

() In his record of our Lord’s discourses and sayings, 
Matt. has passages of three different kinds: (i) some which 
are so similar to those in Luke that they may safely be 
assigned to Q; (ii) some which are disconcertingly similar, 
but at the same time dissimilar to those in Luke ; (ili) some 
which are peculiar to his Gospel. If the third are assigned 
to his source M, the second can be explained as due to 
collation of Q and M, while St. Luke remained truer to Q. 

For the Sermon on the Mount the First Evangelist 
seems to have had two distinct sermons, one practically 
identical with the Sermon on the Plain in Luke (followed 
by the story of the centurion’s servant), and the other— 
more than two-thirds of the whole—a more or less con- 
nected discourse, anti-Pharisaic in character, and dealing 
with Jewish controversy. Where they overlapped he con- 
flated them. And to this conflate sermon he added certain 


+ This source must have been one of the causes which led to the 
complex narrative in xxvii. 3-10. 
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passages parallel to Lwke,i.e. taken from Q, which in Luke 
stand in other contexts. And the strongly anti-Pharisaic 
discourse in ch. xiii appears to be similarly a conflation. 

In many of his parables also the use of M is probably to 
be seen. Two are derived from Mark (the Sower and the 
Wicked Husbandmen); two from Q (the Mustard Seed 
and the Leaven); and there are eleven others—or rather 
twelve, since xxil. 11-14 is really a parable distinct from 
the foregoing. Three of these overlap three of the nine- 
teen in Luke, the Lost Sheep, the Marriage Feast (= the 
Great Supper), and the Talents (=the Pounds). But 
while these are parallel they are so dissimilar that they are 
probably to be assigned, with Streeter, to M and L respec- 
tively. And the remainder of the parables in Matt. can be 
assigned to M. All of them bear upon the Kingdom of 
Heaven, or the duty of being fit and ready for it: the Tares, 
Hidden Treasure, Pearl, Net, the Debtor who owed a thou- 
sand talents, the Vineyard Labourers, the Two Sons, and 
the Sheep and the Goats (which is not strictly a parable, 
but an apocalyptic prediction containing the simile of the 
sheep and the goats). Most of the parables in Luke are 
rather vehicles of moral teaching drawn from the daily life 
of men. But St. Luke applies the word ‘parable’ also to 
illustrations and similes which are not in the form of 
narratives. Sometimes an extended illustration or simile 
verged upon narrative, e.g. Lk. xi. 35-40; xv. 3-10. 
Neither Q nor the Marcan tradition appears to have been 
very rich in fully formed parables, though they were not 
without them; they preserved rather the authoritative 
dicta of the Master, with many of His illustrative com- 
ments, similes, and figurative expressions. But these were 
probably current in large numbers, in many degrees of 
elaboration in the direction of narrative ; and the compiler 
of M collected those, for the most part, of a Jewish-Christian 
character, and the compiler of L (very likely St. Luke him- 
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self) those of a different kind. St. Mark evidently knew 
more than he recorded; see iv. 10-13 following a single 
parable. With regard to the sayings of Jesus and His 
parabolic teaching, Stanton refers to Weizsdcker’s sug- 
gestive comparison between the Jewish halacha and hag- 
gada, the former of which was handed down with greater 
care and fidelity than the latter. 

Jewish Christians delighted to emphasize the importance 
of St. Peter. And this appears in several narratives in 
which he plays a prominent part, which may be assigned 
to M: e.g. xiv. 28-32; xvi. 17f., 19. 

It is practically agreed that Q did not extend to the 
Passion. When St. Matthew made his collection of /ogia 
Christians did not need a reminder of the great events 
which they knew, but a record of the sayings during the 
Ministry which they did not know. And there are no 
passages in which Matt. and Luke agree against Mark 
which would suggest it. J/Zark is here followed very fully 
in Matt., but there is some material peculiar to the First 
Gospel which must have been derived from the source or 
sources collected in M, which, as elsewhere, the evangelist 
inserted by fusion into the Marcan framework: xxvi. 50, 
52-4; XXVll. 3-10, 19, 24f., 36, 43, 51b-53, 62-6; xxviii. 
2-4, II-20. 

Luke. It is generally easier to distinguish the material 
which St. Luke introduced from L, because, as has been 
said, his practice was to insert his Q and Marcan material 
in blocks with very little fusion. Streeter gives tentatively 
the contents of Q (p. 291) and of Proto-Luke (p. 222); hence 
those which he would assign to L are as follows: iii. 1, 15, 
18-20, 23-8; v. I-11; vi. 14-16; vil. 11-17, 36-50; viii. 1-3; 
X. I, 25-42; xi. 1-8, 53f.; xii. 13-21; xiii. 1-17; xiv. 1-10, 
12-25, 28-33 ; xv. I-32; xvi. 14 f., 19-31; xvii. 7-19; xviii. 
I-14; XIX. I-10, 37-44; xxl. 18, 34-6; xxii. 14 to the end, apart 
from a few passages from Mark (xxii. 18, 22, 42, 46 f., 52- 
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62, 71 ; xxill. 3, 22, 25 f., 33,34 b, 38, 44-6, 52 1. ; xxiv. 6), and 
some verses which ‘ may be derived from Mark, or repre- 
sent Proto-Luke partially assimilated to the Marcan parallel’ 
(xxil. 69; XXill. 35, 49, 51; xxiv. 1-3, 9 f,). 

The Infancy narratives (chs. i, ii) have every appearance 
of being derived from a special source. They are wholly 
independent of the Infancy narratives in Matt. Style and 
language are our only guides as to sources. In the Pro- 
logue (i. 1-4) he lays himself out to write the studied, 
literary Greek of the period, polished and rhetorical. But 
at v. 5 there is a sudden, steep drop into Hebraic Greek. 
Harnack and others have supposed that he shows his 
literary genius by the conscious art with which he adapted 
the style and language of the section to its subject-matter, 
making his own the archaic religious style and language 
of the LXX. But apart from the fact that the Greek of the 
LXX, even of those books of which the original language 
was Hebrew, is far from uniform, the archaic religious 
style and language are those of translation-Greek. And it 
is impossible to see any reason why he should wish to 
imitate translation-Greek more closely in his first two 
chapters than in the rest of his Gospel which is redolent 
of the LX X—so closely, in fact, that they have the appear- 
ance of being a literal translation of a Semitic original. 
The theory, widely accepted at the present time, is much 
more probable, that they are a translation from a Hebrew 
document. Whether St. Luke translated them himself, or 
used a Greek translation which he touched up, according 
to his usual custom, with his own style and vocabulary, 
cannot be definitely decided, since we have no means of 
knowing whether he was acquainted with Hebrew. But 
since he shows no clear signs of it elsewhere, and his Old 
Testament quotations are invariably from the LXX, the 
latter is the more likely. That the original document was 
Hebrew, not Aramaic, may be regarded as certain, since 
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distinctive Aramaisms, such as are seen in Mark and John, 
and to a slight degree in Q, are absent, while Hebraisms 
abound as may be seen in any good commentary. Ifthe 
original was Aramaic we should have to suppose that the 
translator was skilful enough to avoid Aramaisms while 
rendering Aramaic into Greek of the style of the LXX, 
which is very improbable.1 Some portions of the chapters 
are poetical—the canticles, Magnificat, Benedictus, and Nunc 
Dimittis, and the words of angels in i. 14-17, 32f., 35; Ul. 14. 
And the ease with which they can be rendered into rhyth- 
mical Hebrew is shown by Aytoun ? (Journ. Theol. Stud. 
xviii. 274f.). It is their Hebraic language, however, not the 
rhythm which points to Hebrew, since Aramaic could be 
no less rhythmical. It is possible that these poetical 
passages were current separately, and incorporated by the 
Hebrew narrator, as may have been the case with the 
angel’s words in Matt. i. 21. But it is more probable that 
the Infancy narratives in both the Gospels were written in 
Hebrew, and that the rhythmical passages were composed 
by the narrators themselves. 

A further possibility is that the chapters were added to 
the Gospel at a later date. The word dvwOev ‘from the 
first’ (i. 3) seems to mean from the beginning of the common 
apostolic tradition; and this was certainly the ministry of 
the Baptist (see Acts i. 21 f.), which was the earliest point 
at which eyewitnesses (Lk. i. 2) could communicate the 


1 The vernacular of Palestine was Aramaic, and the mass of the 
people could not understand Hebrew; hence the need of Aramaic 
targums, or interpretations, given in the synagogues side by side with 
the reading of the Hebrew scriptures. But certain religious circles, 
such as those which produced some of the apocalypses, and those to 
which such men as Zacharias the priest, and Simon, who was 
‘righteous and devout’, belonged, seem to have continued to cultivate 
the sacred language. Our Lord Himself could read Jsaiah in the 
original (Lk iv. 18 f.). 

* Lecturer at the Friends’ Settlement, Woodbrooke, Birmingham. 

* See Burney, The Poetry of Our Lord (Oxford, 1926). 
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facts. And the sixfold synchronism in iii. 1 looks like an 
elaborate opening to the Gospel. But neither of these is 
conclusive. St. Luke’s main purpose, no doubt, was to 
give to Theophilus and to the Church of his day an account 
of the apostolic tradition, beginning with iii. 1. But there 
was nothing to prevent him from prefixing a prelude 
to his masterpiece, describing the birth and childhood 
of Him of whose public Ministry the common tradition 
treated. 

The Genealogy, which seems clearly intended to be a list 
of actual descent, and is thus distinct from that in Matt. 
which traces the royal succession, is perhaps not in its 
original form. From Terah (Oapé) to Adam is 20 genera- 
tions ; from David to Abraham is only 14; and from Heli 
the father of Joseph to Nathan is 4o, of which 20 are before 
the Exile and 20 after it. Moreover, St. Luke appears to 
have manipulated the list in two ways: (1) The value which 
it would have for the family of Jesus lay in the descent 
from David, and through him from Abraham the father of 
the race. The twenty names to Adam, with the addition 
tod @cov, were probably from St. Luke’s own pen as an 
expression of his universalism. This is supported by the 
fact that these names appear to have been drawn from the 
LXX, while corruptions in several of the others point to 
the Hebrew Bible.! (2) He seems to have inverted the order 
of the whole list, the original form having been simply 
a catalogue of names beginning with Abraham. Zerubbabel 
is called the ‘son of Rhesa’, a name which is not found in 
Matt. or 1 Chron. It is a probable suggestion, therefore, 
that the list was originally the work of an Aramaic writer 
(as would be natural) who wrote Salathiel, Zerubbabel the 
prince (résha), Johanan, &c.; and in the Greek form 
employed by St. Luke résha had become a proper name. 


1 See an elaborate study of the names by Kuhn in Zeztschrift f.d. N.T. 
Wissenschaft, xxii (1923), pp. 206 ff. 
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This rightly makes the forty names reach to Joseph, not to 
his father Heli.’ 

The distinguishing of the several fragments of tradition, 
oral or written, collected in L must be largely tentative ; 
but the search for the ‘sources of sources’ is still going 
on. Bacon,? for example, finds a special source used for 
our Lord’s teaching on Wisdom, and for the sections con- 
nected with its Details connected with the Herod family 
(xiii. 31 f.; xxiii. 8-12; and cf.i.5; ill. 1, 19; 1x. 7-9) may 
have been derived through Joanna the wife of Herod’s 
steward (viii. 3), or Manaen the odvrpogos of Herod the 
tetrarch, who was among the prophets and teachers in the 
Church at Antioch (Acts xiii. 1). Some have seen an element 
of Ebionism in sayings and parables which teach the re- 
ligious value of poverty and the duty of almsgiving, and in 
warnings against covetousness. But on this see Stanton.’ 


1 See Hastings’ Dict. of the Bible, ii. 140. 
* Professor of N. T. Criticism and Exegesis, Yale University. 
8 Dict. of Christ and the Gospels, ii. 825. 


4 Op. cit., pp. 233-7: 


BOOKS 


F.C. Burkitt, The Gospel History and its Transmission. 

A. von Harnack, The Sayings of Jesus (tr. Wilkinson). 

Sir J.C. Hawkins, Horae Synopticae. 

J. A. Hort, The N. T. in Greek, Introd., Appendix, pp. 28-51. 
A. Huck, Synopse der drei ersten Evangelien. 

J. Moffatt, Jntroduction to the Literature of the N.T. 

W. Sanday, ed. Oxford Studies in the Synoptic Problem. 

V. H. Stanton, The Gospels as Historical Documents, vol. ii. 
B. H. Streeter, The Four Gospels. 


(ye Like ACTS 


as historical and literary problems of the book of the 

Acts are as great as any in the New Testament. There 
is practically universal agreement that it was written by the 
author of the Third Gospel, but the agreement is not at all 
universal as to who the author was. And the question of 
authorship is bound up with nearly every other problem 
that meets us in the two books. The traditional view, 
unquestioned till the close of the eighteenth century, but 
seriously questioned in the nineteenth, was that St. Luke, 
the companion of St. Paul mentioned in Col. iv. 14; 
Philem. 24; 2 Tim. iv. 11, was the author, and that he 
wrote it in Rome at the point of time at which the narra- 
tive ceases, when St. Paul had been a prisoner for two 
years and was still preaching unhindered to all who came 
to him. 


§1. Zhe Purpose of the Acts 


This was the first question to which historical criticism 
of the book turned its attention. It was noticed that the 
contents did not really answer to the title ‘The Acts of the 
Apostles’. Chapters i-xii contain a few early scenes in 
the Church’s life, in which, apart from St. Paul’s conver- 
sion, attention is directed chiefly to St. Peter; and chapters 
xlii-xxvili contain accounts, some in full detail, others slight 
and rapid sketches, of some of St. Paul’s movements. The 
variety of suggestions made as to the purpose and nature 
of the book may be seen in McGiffert’s! useful survey of 
‘ Historical criticism of Acts in Germany’ in The Beginnings 


1 Professor of Church History at the Union Theological Seminary 
New York. 
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of Christianity, ii. 363 ff. The theory of the Tubingen 
school of F. C. Baur and his followers that the early 
Church was rent asunder by Pauline and Judaizing factions, 
and that both the Third Gospel and the Acfs were attempts 
to reconcile them, has now been generally abandoned, at 
least in its earlier and more uncompromising form. Under 
the influence of it Bruno Bauer held that Acts was a quite 
unhistorical description, in the form of narrative, of the 
condition of peace and harmony between the two factions 
which developed Judaism had evolved. And Overbeck’s 
view was a variation of this—that the Church never 
accepted pure Paulinism ; it was influenced from the first 
by Judaism; and Acts represents not Paulinism but a 
rationale of the conceptions about the Apostle which were 
formed by Christian Judaism. It was not an eirenicon, but 
the work of one who knew of no condition of things except 
the developed Christian Judaism of his day. Speaking 
generally, the view which was widely held a quarter of a 
century ago was that the author reproduced the idealized 
picture formed by the Christians of his time of the origin 
and early years of the Catholic Church. But the work 
done since Lightfoot, especially by English-speaking 
scholars, has made it increasingly clear that the author 
intended to write history, and that an injustice is done 
to him if his own words about himself are not taken in 
their prima facie meaning. There is little doubt that the 
preface prefixed to his Gospel was intended to cover both 
Gospel and Ac?s, and that Acts i opens with a secondary 
preface introducing his second volume. ‘It is necessary 
once more to remind the reader that it was the custom in 
antiquity, on account of the purely physical conditions of 
writing, to divide works into volumes, to prefix to the first 
a preface for the whole, and to add secondary prefaces to 
the beginning of each later one. The impression made on 
the English reader by Acts i. 1, that the author is making 
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a new start or at least preparing a kind of sequel to his 
gospel, would not occur to an early reader. The book of 
Acts is no afterthought. The word “treatise” implies a 
more complete work than does Adyos. The reference to 
the preceding book, and the renewed address to the patron, 
are typical of these secondary prefaces in Greek and Latin 
literature, and are intended to recall the original preface 
to the reader. Luke i. 1-4 therefore is not merely of in- 
direct value to the student of Acts as an introduction to 
another work written by the same author and addressed to 
the same patron. It is the real preface to Acts as well as 
to the Gospel, written by the author when he contemplated 
not merely one but both volumes.’! In v. 4 he states that 
he is writing that Theophilus may know the certainty con- 
cerning the things of which he has been informed. Claim- 
ing accurate acquaintance with the facts by careful research 
and inquiry, he can give him information that he can safely 
accept as trustworthy. What is not so certain is the pur- 
pose that he had in view in giving him this information. 
Cadbury’s notes on the passage show that there are hardly 
any words in it whose exact significance is beyond dis- 
pute. There is no good reason for thinking that @«dguros 
is an adjective, symbolical of ‘the Christian reader’, ‘the 
God-lover’ in general. But we cannot be sure whether 
the person addressed was a high official, in which case 
kpdtiote is a recognized title of respect and Theophilus 
perhaps a prudential pseudonym, or simply a friend or 
acquaintance of St. Luke to whom he wished to be polite. 
Perhaps the formality of the address is merely a literary 

1 Cadbury, in Beginnings of Christianity, ii. 491 f. In the opening of 
the Acts a résumé is given of the contents of the mp&ros Adyos, which 
might naturally have been followed, as commonly in such cases, by 
a statement of how much the devrepos Adyos was intended to em- 
brace. And it is a likely conjecture that such a statement (in which 


the pév of v. 1 found its answering dé) has been lost after dvednupon. 
See Norden, Aguostos Theos., pp. 311 ff. 
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convention. The word xarny46ns does not necessarily 
imply that he was a Christian who had received catechetical 
instruction ; it can have the same force as in Acts xvill. 25, 
where it is used of receiving information which was accurate 
but incomplete, and in xxi. 21, 24 where the information is 
inaccurate. If Theophilus was a Roman official, St. Luke 
appears as the first Christian apologist, and his work in 
two parts had an object similar to that of the Efzséle to 
Diognetus. It was to show him, and all others whom it 
might concern, what Christianity really was, its origin and 
character, and the nature of and reasons for its expansion 
from its Jewish nucleus till it embraced Gentiles as far as 
the capital of the empire. Its origin and character are 
shown in the first volume by an account of Him trom 
whom it sprang; its development in the second, together 
with indications of the friendly, or at least neutral, attitude 
towards it which had been taken by one Roman official 
after another. But if Theophilus was an official he cannot 
have been a pagan. At least he must have been very 
favourably disposed towards Christianity to have been 
influenced by the detailed accounts of our Lord’s words 
and deeds in the Gospel, or, indeed, to have read them at all. 
The characteristics of the Gospel noted on pp. 15 ff. go far 
beyond anything required for merely apologetic purposes. 
And only one who had breathed, to some extent, the 
Christian atmosphere could have appreciated the thought 
which runs through the whole of the Acés, that what Christ 
had said and done on earth He was continuing to say and 
do through His Spirit in the Church (see ii. 4, 33 ; v. 9, 323 
Vil. 55 ; vill. 15.f;, 993°x.- 44 f. pxivi2, 28 Sxl. ee XV, oo kv 
6f.; xix. 2-6; xx. 28; xxi. 11). It is easier to suppose that 
Theophilus was a Christian or inclined to the Christian 
faith ; perhaps an official, but at any rate some one in a 
good social position at Rome. And we know that in the 
reign of Domitian Christianity was beginning to penetrate 
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_ to the Roman aristocracy. In addressing him St. Luke 
no doubt wrote for a wider public, as was commonly the 
case with Greek writers who addressed their work to 
individuals. And the afologia in the Acts would be useful 
in the circumstances of the time. Theophilus and many 
others had heard Jewish-Christian doctrine and also speci- 
fically Pauline doctrine. Did this mean that the Jewish 
apostles and St. Paul had been at variance? The tension 
that existed between pro-Jews and pro-Gentiles in the 
Church could still be felt, although the leaders on both 
sides had done their best to allay it. They knew that the 
Church of that day embraced Gentiles throughout the 
empire, and that it had not always done so. Was this 
universalism a new Pauline departure, or could its roots 
be traced back into the régime of the first Apostles? And 
if so, further still into the action and teaching of Jesus? 
Rome had begun to persecute Christians, but every one 
knew that she had not always done so; before the latter 
part of Nero’s reign the Romans had not distinguished 
them from Jews, whose religion was officially recognized. 
On all these and many other points St. Luke felt himself 
able to provide reliable information, which would show how 
the Church of his day stood in relation to the Church at 
the beginning, and he therefore wrote an account of ‘the 
origines of the Christian “way” ’ (Burkitt). He had no 
wish to write biographical notices of the first Apostles or of 
St. Paul; and to relate the death of the latter or of St. 
Peter was foreign to his purpose. That purpose led him 
to bring the narrative down to the point when Christianity 
had grown from its embryonic Jewish form till it embraced 
Rome itself in its catholic embrace; so he concluded with 
the triumphant account of the greatest of missionaries 
preaching in the heart of the empire ‘unhindered’. ‘1 


1 See Lightfoot, Clement, vol. i, pp. 29ff.; Streeter, op. cit, pp. 
535-9: 
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believe that the Gospel and the Acts form the two halves 
of a simple and connected scheme, and that in order to 
understand it we have only to attach to the two books 
some such labels as these: Aédyos a’, ‘How Jesus the 
Christ preached the Good News to the Jews, and how 
after His Death and Resurrection He commissioned His 
apostles to preach it to the Gentiles’: Aédyos 6’, ‘ How they 
brought the Good News from Jerusalem to Rome’. ‘ With 
the two years’ unhindered proclamation of the Kingdom 
in the capital of the world, the evolution of the Jewish- 
Christian sect into the Universal Church was symbolically 
accomplished’ (Turner?). ‘In a word, the title of the Acts 
might well have been “The Road to Rome”’ (Streeter). 
A third volume ® of up-to-date history, such as some writers 
think that he contemplated, could add little to the practical, 
instructive value of what he had written; and in itself is 
very unlikely if, as is highly probable, no release of St. 
Paul and travelling and preaching and second imprison- 
ment intervened before his death (see p. 185 f.). —Tosuppose 
that St. Luke wrote with one chief purpose or ¢endency is 
to misunderstand his work. It is an attempt to describe, 
in its essentials, his conceptions of Christianity as it was, in 
order that Theophilus, and others, may rightly understand 
it as it is, i.e. Judaism in its true form, the Judaism of the 
true Messiah such as God intended it to be; to show that 
Christianity as it is results from the continuation in the 
Church by means of the Holy Spirit of what Jesus ‘began 
both to do and to teach ’when He was on earth. How much 
of the history is accurate according to modern standards 
must be decided point by point. The trustworthiness of 


1 The Study of the New Testament 1883 and 1920, p. 30. An inaugural 
desture, Oxford. 
* Pp. 532. 
* mp@rov (i. 1) should more strictly have been mpérepoy, but that 
is a word which St. Luke never uses. Cf. vii. 12, where mp@rov (adv.) 
means ‘the first time ’ followed by kal ev r@ Seurépa. 
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many of its details has been abundantly vindicated in recent 
years. But the writer’s object was not to draw up a 
chronicle of events ; he wrote aetiological history, in the 


- sense of a selection of narratives such as seemed to him to 


¢ 


account for and substantiate the Christianity of his own 
date. 


§2. The Arrangement 


If the Acts sketches the expansion of Christianity from 
Jew to Gentile and from Jerusalem to Rome, it is natural 
to expect a writer as careful and artistic as St. Luke to 
give some indication of a methodical treatment of his 
material. And he does not disappoint us. He cuts the 
history into ‘panels’! each concluding with a remark 
which looks back over the events just related and sums up 
the success attained. Turner finds six such panels, with 
the following result: (1) First Period, i. 1. The Church in 
Jerusalem and the preaching of St. Peter: summary in vi. 7 
‘And the word of God was increasing, and the number of dis- 
ciples in Jerusalem was being greatly multiplied, anda large 
number of the priests were becoming obedient to the faith’. 
(ii) Second Period, vi. 8. Extension of the Church through 
Palestine ; the preaching of St. Stephen ; troubles with the 
Jews : summary in ix. 31 ‘ The Church, then, throughout all 
Galilee and Judaea and Samaria was having peace, being 
built up, and walking in the fear of the Lord and in the 
consolation of the Holy Spirit was being multiplied’. (iti) 
Third Period, ix. 32. Extension of the Church to 
Antioch ; St. Peter’s conversion of Cornelius; further 
troubles with the Jews: summary in xii. 24 ‘ And the word 
of the Lord was increasing and being multiplied’. (iv) 
Fourth Period, xii. 25. Extension of the Church to Asia 


1 This descriptive word is used by Professor C. H. Turner in his 
valuable article ‘Chronology of the New Testament’ in Hastings’ 


2D; Bei, p. 421. 
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Minor ; preaching of St. Paul in ‘Galatia’: troubles with 
the Jewish Christians : summary in xvi. 5 ‘The Churches, 
then, were being confirmed in the faith, and were abound- 
ing more in number daily’. (v) Fifth Period, xvi. 6. 
Extension of the Church to Europe; St Paul’s missionary 
work in the great centres, such as Corinth and Ephesus: 
summary in xix. 20 ‘So forcibly was the word of the Lord 
increasing and prevailing’. (vi) Sixth Period, xix. 21. 
Extension of the Church to Rome; St. Paul’s captivities ; 
summarized in xxviii. 31 ‘ proclaiming the Kingdom of God 
and teaching the things concerning the Lord Jesus Christ 
with all boldness unhindered’. Of these six sections the 
protagonist in the first three is St. Peter, in the last three 
St. Paul; and the two halves into which the book thus 
naturally falls make almost equal divisions at the middle of 
the whole period covered. 

That the ‘panels’ comprise chronological periods is 
accepted and elaborated by C. J. Cadoux! and Bacon.’ 
The former notes an earlier summary statement in ii. 47 b 
(‘and the Lord was adding those that were being saved daily 
together’*), from which the chronological series starts.‘ 
And by identifying the visit of St. Paul to Jerusalem 
of Gal. 11 with that of Acts xi (see pp. 102 ff.), and making 
use of the Gallio inscription found at Delphi Gee p. 110), 
which was published seven years later than Turner’s 
article, he dates the summaries as follows: (1) ii. 47b, 
immediately after Pentecost a. D. 29 ; (2) vi. 7, in the middle 


1 Journ. Theol. Stud. xix (1918), pp. 333 ff. 

? Harvard Theological Review, April 1921, pp. 137-66. 

°°Eni ro avd. This difficult expression led to the reading of EP, 
tH ekkAdnoia followed by emi 1d avrd dé Teérpos xrd., adopted in the 
Tyndale, Cranmer, Geneva, and Authorized Versions. See Burkitt, 
Journ. Theol. Stud. xx, pp. 321-4. 

* Jackson and Lake (Beginnings of Christianity, ii. 177) further 
suggest xi. 21, but that is not so clearly a summary of a period 
intended to articulate the history. 
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_ or early part of 34; (3) ix. 31, between 36 and the early 
- months of 41; (4) xii. 24, after Nisan rst, 44, and before the 
_ beginning of 47; (5) xvi. 5, a few weeks before the Passover 
of 49; (6) xix. 20, between Jan. 53 and March or April 55; 
_ (7) Xxviil. 31, in the early part of 59. He further makes 
the ingenious (perhaps over-ingenious) suggestion that St. 
Luke splits the history into six periods of five years each, 
_ beginning with the Pentecosts of 29, 34, 39, 44, 49, 54, thus 
- covering a total period of thirty years, which was about 
the length of time covered by his Gospel. 

Bacon agrees with the quinquennial arrangement, and 
_ strives to substantiate it with some drastic criticism of St. 
Luke’s accuracy, both in facts and in the order of events. 

These periods correspond to some extent with stages in 
the geographical progress of Christianity, as Turner points 
out... The geographical steps, however, are not strictly 
distinct. The extension through Palestine (2nd period) is 
partly parallel to the extension to Antioch (3rd period) ; and 
Xvi. 5 occurs in the middle of a journey in which St. Paul 
revisits places already evangelized. Moreover, there were 
Christians in Damascus (ix. ro ff.), Ephesus (xvii. 19 f., 
xix. 1f.), Troas (xx. 7-12), Puteoli (xxvii. 13 f.), Rome 
(? xviii. 2f., xxvill. 14 f.) before St. Paul is recorded to have 
preached in those towns. 

This is not the place to discuss the chronology of the 
Acts ; but it seems clear that St. Luke arranges and divides 
his narrative according to a deliberate plan, which heightens 
the impression of a steady and regular forward movement. 


§ 3. The Sources 


That St. Luke gained from others information about 
events in the first years of the Church is evident ; and if 
the Preface (Lk. i. 1-4) was intended to cover the Acts, as 


1 So Moffatt, Introd. Lit. N.T., p. 284 f. 
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has been said, as well as the Gospel, he states that he did. 
And if he used written sources for the Gospel, it is natural 
that he should do so for its sequel, though it cannot be 
demonstrated in the latter case in the same way as in the 
former because we possess no documents analogous to 
Mark, with Matthew for comparison. 

All narratives, of course, are ultimately traceable to the 
places where the actors lived and moved. In the infancy 
of the Church these were principally Jerusalem, Caesarea, 
and Antioch. It does not necessarily follow that wretfen 
accounts emanated from each of these centres, though it is 
not in itself improbable. Harnack? finds a Jerusalem 
source, A, in iii. 1-v. 16, and parallel to it a series of (less 
trustworthy) Jerusalem narratives, B, in ch. i (possibly), il. 
I-47; v. 17-24. He ascribes viii.5-10; 1x. 31-xi. 18; xi. 
I-23 to a Jerusalem-Caesarean source or group of traditions, 
which is perhaps to be identified with A; vi. I-viil. 4; x1. 
19-30; Xll.25-XvV. 35 to a Jerusalem-Antiochene source based 
on the authority of Silas ; and ix. 1-30 to a Pauline source. 
The remainder of chs. 1-xv, and the whole of xvi-xxvill are 
the work of St. Luke. 

Schiitz,? proceeding upon Harnack’s lines, finds two 
sources emanating from Jerusalem and from some Hellen- 
istic quarter, perhaps Antioch. The former upholds the 
Jerusalem (Iepovoad7p) tradition of the ‘¢welve apostles, 
with their claim to supreme ecclesiastical authority and to 
the sole prerogative of dispensing the gift of the Spirit. 
The latter represents the position of the followers of the 
Lord outside Jerusalem (‘IepooéAvpa), in Galilee, the Gentile 
Decapolis, and Syria; and the Apostles are not twelve, but 
a larger undefined body of missionaries, as St. Paul under- 
stood them, for whom ‘disciples’ is the description chiefly 


' Professor at the University of Berlin. The Acts of the Apostles 
(transl. Wilkinson), pp. 175-202. 
® Apostel und Jiinger, 1921. 
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used ; Christianity does not ‘emerge peacefully from the 
bosom of Judaism’, but with conflict between the equally 


' original Judaic and Gentile elements. In accordance with 


this theory the sources are distinguished as follows: Aand 


_M (for Afostolot and Mathétai) are the ‘ Apostle’ source and 


the ‘Disciple’ source. A: chs. i-v; vii. 2-47; viii. 1 (the 
words ‘except the apostles’); viii. 14-25 (Peter and John in 


_ supreme authority in Samaria); ix. 27f. (St. Paul with the 


Jerusalem apostles) ; ix. 31-xi. 18, 19 b. (St. Peter and the 
Gentiles) ; xv. 1-33 (34) (the decision of the apostles con- 
cerning Gentile converts) ; xvi. 3 b., 4 (St. Paul circumcises 
Timothy. The apostolic decrees); xix. 2-7 (the baptism 
of John’s disciples) ; xxi. 20-27 a (St. Paul’s Nazirite vow). 
M comprises all the rest of the book. 

Briggs! and Blass? are content with a single Jerusalem 
source due to John Mark ; and they suggest that he wrote 
it as a continuation to his Gospel, which they think ended 
at xvi. 8, and that St. Luke made the same use of it as he 
had made of the Second Gospel. 

New ground was broken by Torrey,? who maintained 
that i. 2-xv. 351s St. Luke’s translation of a single Aramaic ° 
document emanating from Jerusalem, whose ‘ chief interest 
was in the universal mission of Christianity’, and which was 
intended to show ‘how Antioch became the first great 
Gentile centre of Christianity’. It was written in a.D. 49 
or early in 50, for its author did not know (see xv. 32 f.) that 
Silas had started on a new missionary journey in company 
with St. Paul. It came into St. Luke’s hands after his 
arrival in Rome in 62. Two years later he added to it the 
second half of the work, thus forming our present book, as 
a sequel to his Gospel which was already written before 61 


1 New Light on the Life of Jesus, p. 135 f. 
® Acta Apostolorum, p. iv f.; Philology of the Gospels, p. 141 f. 
8 The Composition and Date of Acts (Harvard Theological Studies, 
1916). 
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and probably in 60. The linguistic argument has been 
criticized by Burkitt! and others, but Torrey has at any 
rate made clear the strong Aramaic colouring of the narra- 
tives. It is quite possible that they rest on Aramaic docu- 
ments; but what he has not satisfactorily proved is that 
they rest on a single document. All written sources that 
had their home in Jerusalem would naturally be in Aramaic; 
and if written sources were used, translators might some- 
times misunderstand their idiom. 

Jackson and Lake? hold a theory of sources on lines 
similar to Harnack’s, together with the recognition that 
some of them were in Aramaic ; but they are inclined, with 
Ramsay and others, to connect the local traditions more 
closely with individual persons—Peter, Philip, John Mark. 
And they make the suggestions: (1) that the John who 
accompanies St. Peter in the early scenes was, in the 
original form of the tradition, not the son of Zebedee but 
John Mark, who afterwards associated with St. Peter; 
(2) that Harnack’s source B is a continuation of the Jeru- 
salem source used by St. Luke in his Passion and Resur- 
rection narratives ; (3) that the story of Stephen contains 
a duplicate account of the accusation brought against him: 
(a) vi. 9-11, and (6) 12-14, and of his death: (@) vii. 54-8 a, 
and (b) 58b-60. They admit, however, that the doublets 
may have been accidental. 

The theory of a written Aramaic source as propounded 
by Torrey is strongly opposed by Goodspeed.’ He thinks 
that in the earliest days the expectation of the immediate 
coming of the End would prevent Jewish Christians from 
writing histories. And the writing of history by using de- 
tached stories from different sources required an ‘insight 


* Journ. Theol. Stud. xx, 320-9. 

* The Beginnings of Christianity, vol. ii, pp. 145 ff. 

* Professor in the University of Chicago. ‘The Origin of Acts’ in 
Journ, Bibl. Lit, xxxix (1920). 
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and restraint and historical scent’ which were distinctively 
Greek. There was a ‘general Aramaic indisposition to 


_ literary composition at the time in question’. Moreover, 


the purpose of the Acts was to trace the emergence of 


_ Greek out of Jewish Christianity ; and ‘that there should 


have been a Palestinian Christian Aramaic reading public 
about a.p. 50,interested to read how the Gospel was already 


_ feeling its way past them into the Greek world, seems very 
_ near the height of improbability’. ‘ What Palestinian circle 


of Aramaic readers reacted to this up-to-date pro-Gentile 
historical sketch, and scattered copies of it as far as Rome ?’ 
But while this has some weight against Torrey’s single 
document which came into St. Luke’s hands at Rome, it 
has little against the theory of shorter Aramaic narratives. 
They contained accounts of events startling enough for 
even Jewish Christians to record; and it was St. Luke who 
arranged them and worked up the pro-Gentile historical 
sketch. 

It is unnecessary to enlarge upon more complicated 
theories of sources traceable through the whole book with 
additions by one or more redactors. Some of them may be 
seen in Moffatt’s Intr. Lit. N.T., pp. 286-9. 

Without attempting to assign passages to specific sources, 
Wwe may say generally that the solution of the problem is 
probably to be sought along the lines indicated by Harnack 
and Jackson-Lake. St. Luke made use of Palestinian 
narratives, which would naturally be written in Aramaic, 
emanating from different centres, and relating events 
specially connected with or known to certain individual 
persons. 


§4. The Authorship and Aiistorical Value 


These two questions are so closely bound together that 
they cannot easily be treated apart. Hitherto the author 
has, for convenience, been called St. Luke. But if he was 
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St. Luke it cannot be assumed, without testing of the 
evidence, either that he was a companion of St. Paul during 
any of the apostle’s movements that he relates,’ or that his 
narratives, even in the latter half of the book, must be in 
all respects accurate. It might be expected from a com- 
panion of St. Paul, who wrote his history after the apostle 
reached Rome, that he would show an intimate knowledge 
of his epistles, and therefore both of his doctrine and of 
those events of his life which the apostle himself records. 
But none of these is the case. Some of the most difficult 
problems in the New Testament are occasioned by the 
divergences between his narratives and St. Paul’s accounts 
of events. Andit is doubtful if he gives any sign of having 
read one of his epistles. Here and there he uses Pauline 
language: ‘In this Man every one that believeth is justified 
from all the things from which ye could not be justified in 
[the system of] the law of Moses’ (xiii. 39); ‘faith in Me’ 
(xxvi. 18); ‘the Gospel of the grace of God’ (xx. 24); ‘the 
word of His grace’ (v.32) ; the reference to redemption by 
Christ’s death (v. 28), and to the day when He would 
judge the world (xvii. 31). If he received accurate reports 
of St. Paul’s speeches, in which these occurred, he needed 
no knowledge of his epistles. But any one who had heard 
St. Paul’s doctrine preached or discussed by others could 
rightly attribute such phases to him. The Acts contains 
very little trace of distinctively Pauline thought. And on 
the other hand there are marked differences which show 
that the writer’s thoughts moved on a plane nearer to that 
of the primitive Church than St. Paul’s. 

The speeches which he records stand in two different 
categories. The Petrine speeches (i. 16-22, ii. 14-40, iii. 12-26, 


* We know that he was with St. Paul when Col. iv. 14, Philem. 24, 
and probably 2 Tim. iv. 1m were written; but that is the only direct 
evidence that we possess. His name occurs nowhere else in the 
New Testament. 
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IV. 9-12, X. 34-43, xi. 5-17) were derived from sources 
(see § 3); and we have no means of knowing what oppor- 
tunities were open to the writers of the sources of obtain- 
ing trustworthy accounts of what St. Peter said. It is clear 
that we possess only their substance, since six speeches 
comprise only seventy-six verses ; but it is very likely that 
their substance is adequately represented. It is noticeable 
that they reflect an early stage of Christian thought, such 
as might be expected in St. Peter’s earliest preaching. On 
the other hand the Pauline speeches (xiii. 16-41 ; xiv. 15-17; 
XVil. 22-31 ; xx. 18-35 ; xxii. I-21 ; xxiv. 10-21 ; xxvi. 2-29), 
which cannot with anything like the same probability be 
traced to written sources, can hardly be said to contain 
what might be expected from the apostle. ‘We cannot 
imagine St. Paul preaching a mission sermon to Jews or 
pagans without the fire of appeal to the Cross or of warn- 
ing of the Judgment to come. The latter appears once 
(xvii. 31; cf. xxiv. 25), but the former never.’ And though 
there are echoes of Pauline phrases, there are ideas about 
Christ’s Resurrection (xvii. 31, xxvi. 23) and that of other 
men (xxlv. 15; Xilil. 32; xxvi. 6-8), and a few expressions, 
which are not found in his epistles. The speech at Miletus 
(xx. 18-35), the only one addressed to Christians, is probably 
the nearest in substance to St. Paul’s words. The writer 
of the ‘ we’-sections (see below) seems to have been present ; 
and in any case the elders to whom it was spoken could 
hand down much of what was said. But for the most part 
we must probably be content with the conclusion that 
St. Luke, who wrote several years after the apostle’s death, 
and who probably was not present at any of the speeches 
that he records except that at Miletus and the speech, 
begun in Aramaic, to the crowd in Jerusalem (xxii. 1-21), 
followed a common custom of ancient historians in writing 


1 See the writer’s New Testament Teaching in the Light of St. Paul's, 
pp. 118-35. 
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the Pauline speeches himself. He gives them in the form 
of brief summaries, seven speeches occupying III verses. 
In those of them that he heard his own distant reminis- 
cences would play a part, and in some, probably, reports 
from other. A confused report may have been the cause 
of the obscurities in the self-defence before the Sanhedrin 
(xxiii. 1-8), and of the duplication which is noticeable in 
that before Felix (xxiv. 10-21). 

The ‘We’-sections. This title is usually given to the 
following passages: xvi. 9-18 (from Troas to Philippi on 
the second tour), xx. 4-16 (from Philippi to Miletus on the 
third tour), xxi. 1-18 (from Miletus to Jerusalem), xxvii. I- 
XXVill. 16 (from Caesarea to Rome). These are generally 
held to be the most trustworthy portions of the book from 
an historical point of view. The author, whether St. Luke 
or not, is thought to have incorporated material from a 
travel narrative or diary written by an eyewitness who 
used the first person plural.? 

The remaining narratives in chaps. xvi-xxviil, with which 
the ‘we ’-sections are combined, are composed of a variety 
of material as to the historical value of which very different 
opinions are held. And opinions differ even more widely 
in respect of chaps. i-xv. Jackson and Lake® speak of 

1 See below, p. 102, The Pauline speeches are discussed by 
P. Gardner, Professor of Classical Archaeology, Oxford, in Cambridge 
Biblical Essays (1909), pp. 381-419. E. Norden (Agnostos Theos, 1913) 
tried to prove that the speech at Athens (xvii. 22-31) was consciously 
modelled on a speech wepi @uvo.y of Apollonius of Tyana at Athens, 
preserved in his Life (vi. 3) by Philostratus. This was severely 
handled by Burkitt, Journ. Theol. Stud., 1914, pp. 415-64. And see 
Harnack, Texte u. Untersuchungen, xxxix, pp. I-46. 

? In xi. 27 also, after the word ‘ Antioch’, D has ‘ And there was 
great exultation. And when we were gathered together one of them 
named Agabus signified saying, &c.’ This is not part of a travel- 
narrative. The passage may not be genuine, but it is interesting as 
reflecting the tradition that St. Luke was a native of Antioch (see 


P- 39). 
® Beginnings of Christianity, ii, p. 158 t. 
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four possibilities which have received considerable assent : 
‘(1) The traditional view is that the diarist is identical with 
the compiler of Acts and uses the first person to show that 
he was present during these parts of the events narrated. 
(2) The diarist is not the compiler of Acts, but added to his 
own diary the intervening sections of narrative, thus pro- 
ducing a connected whole, which was later taken over by 
_ the compiler of Acts and formed the main source of Acts 
XVi-xxviil. (3) The diarist wrote nothing except the ‘ we ’- 
sections: another writer added the intervening parts in 
Acts xvi-xxviii, and the final editor added this composite 
work to Acts i-xv. (4) The diarist wrote nothing except 
the ‘we’-sections, and the compiler added the intervening 
sections as well as Acts i-xv from other information. They 
are sceptical as to the diarist being St. Luke. And the 
Third Gospel and Acts being anonymous, Cadbury ! dis- 
counts the whole of the early and undisputed attribution of 
both volumes to St. Luke on the ground that it arose solely 
by inference from their contents. Many will feel this to be 
unduly cautious. ‘The wide area over which our evidence 
extends seems to imply that the ascription to St. Luke is 
a genuine tradition, and not a mere critical deduction.’ ” 
But as regards the diary, if the writer of it was a companion 
of St. Paul, the name Luke is as good as any other.? A 
companion who wrote a diary or travel-notes probably gives 
the nearest approach to historical accuracy to be found in 
the New Testament. The important thing is to decide the 
relation of the ‘we’-sections to the rest of the book. 
It has been clearly shown, by Hawkins‘ and Harnack,° 
among others, that the style and vocabulary of these 
1 In the same work, pp. 250 ff. 


2 Bp. Headlam in Hastings’ D.B. i, p. 27. 
8 Epaphroditus, for example (Blaisdell, Harvard Theol. Review, 


April 1920). 
4 Horae Synopticae, ed. 2, p. 182 f. 
’ Luke the Physician (transl. Williamson), ch. ii. 
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sections and of the rest of the book are closely similar. 
But this is not in itself a proof that the whole book was 
a homogeneous work rather than a compilation. The 
author, whoever he was, was quite capable of revising his 
sources, so that his style and vocabulary predominate 
throughout. This is seen by the way in which he incor- 
porated in his Gospel the material drawn from Mark, Q, 
and elsewhere. But, as Harnack points out, his revision or 
rewriting of his Marcan material was not carried out to the 
extent of obliterating all signs of its Marcan origin. His 
parallels to Mark are not, in fact, so distinctively ‘Lucan’ 
in style and vocabulary as the ‘we’-sections. If this is 
accepted it tells against the view that the compiler of Luke- 
Acts incorporated and revised sections from another 
person’s diary. See Stanton (Journ. Theol. Stud., July, 
1923, pp. 374-81) in opposition to Cadbury (Beginnings of 
Christiantty, ii, pp. 161-6) and others who tend to discard 
the evidence of style and vocabulary as of no weight at all. 

The second of the alternatives mentioned above has little 
to commend it. It sharply divides the Acts into two 
portions, denying chs. i-xv to St. Luke, but assigning to 
him the bulk of the remainder. But if he wrote the latter, 
there is no sufficient reason for denying to him the former. 
Chapters i-xv contain narratives of events at which it is 
practically certain he was not present, and he was there- 
fore dependent—as in his Gospel—upon sources. Any 
difficulties which may be found in those chapters were 
difficulties in his sources, which even a companion of 
St. Paul was not in a position to avoid; he could only 
make use of them as he made use of Mark and QO. 

The third alternative is in no way preferable to the 
second. There is nothing which clearly suggests the hand 
of a third person. The decision must lie between the first 
and the last—the Lucan authorship of Luke-Acts as a whole 
or the Lucan authorship of the diary alone (or possibly the 
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diary p/us some of the narratives which immediately border 
on it). The former is the conclusion reached in the course 
of this chapter. And if it is accepted, the only remaining 
question with regard to the ‘we’-sections is whether they 
were, after all, parts of a diary or not. 

(t) If they were, two things require to be noted: (a) We 
obviously do not possess the whole diary, and therefore 


_ the writer of it may have been in St. Paul’s company over 
a longer period than the extracts cover. If, for example, 


the introduction of the first person in xvi. to is felt to be 
abrupt, it is because the diary must originally have related 
how St. Luke came to be with St. Paul at Troas. In xx.5 
it is generally assumed that the first person reappears at 
Philippi because it ceased at Philippi, and that St. Luke 
had stayed on there in the intervening time.!_ But this is 
quite uncertain, and, if he belonged to Antioch, improbable. 
In any case the diary must have contained some statement 
to the effect that he and St. Paul met again, wherever it 
was (? Corinth), before the remark ‘And these went before 
and awaited us at Troas’.2, He must also have been with 
the apostle in Jerusalem, taking part in many of the events 
which follow xxi. 17, and in Caesarea in the period preced- 
ing xxvii. 1. (b) The exact extent of the extracts is un- 
certain. Did they include the story of Eutychus, for example 
(xx. Q-12), or anything of the events at Miletus (xx. 17-38) 
or Jerusalem or Caesarea (xxi. 18-xxvi. 32)? The writer 
of the ‘we’-passages would appear to have been present on 
these occasions ; and where he had no reason to mention 
St. Paul’s companions, and himself among them, it does 
not follow that the narratives did not form part of the diary. 
Still, a diary would not be likely to contain extended narra- 


1 Ramsay even argues (St. Paul the Traveller, pp. 202 ff.) that he was 


a native of Philippi. 
2 D (not d) reads airév for jpas—apparently an attempt to smooth 


the abruptness. 
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tives; it would rather be a journal, daily notes of the 
writer’s movements with St. Paul. 

(2) If they were not, we must conclude that the intro- 
duction of the first person did not feel as abrupt to 
St. Luke as it does to us. He uses the words ‘I’ and ‘ me 
in Lk. i. 3, Acts i. 1; both parts of the work are addressed 
to Theophilus, and purport to contain information given 
to him personally. And thus ‘we’ might come in quite 
naturally, indicating somewhat loosely that he was present 
at several of the scenes that he describes. 

That he made extracts from his own diary seems to the 
present writer on the whole rather more probable. Several 
details, for example, especially the itinerary of xx. 13-15, 
are more likely to have been written on the spot than 
recorded from memory twenty years or more afterwards. 
But to those who accept the Lucan authorship of the whole 
book the question is not very important. 

The Physician. One argument for the Lucan authorship 
of the Gospel and Acts must probably be allowed less 
weight than has usually been given to it—that of the 
medical language found in the two writings. St. Paul 
speaks of ‘ Luke the beloved physician’ (Col. iv. 14). Eras- 
mus thought that this description was for the purpose of 
distinguishing him from the evangelist, but he is generally 
identified with him. An elaborate attempt was made by 
Hobart (The Medical Language of St. Luke, 1882) to show 
that the vocabulary of the Gospel and Acts is so rich in 
medical terms, and words found in medical writings, that 
only a physician is likely to have written it. Most English 
writers have accepted his main results without close 
examination. Some scholars,? however, recognize that 


* So Stanton (of. cit.) following Harnack. 

* e.g, Plummer, St. Luke, p. Ixiv f.; Moffatt, Introd. Lit, N.T., 
pp. 298 ff.; Zahn, Introd. N.T., vol. iii, pp. 146 ff., 160 ff.; Harnack, 
Luke the Physician (transl. Williamson), pp. 13-17 and Append. I. 
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_ Hobart, with his array of more than 4oo words, tried to 
_ prove too much, and offer more modest lists; but they 


_ think that they are conclusive. 


But the evidence is drastically sifted by Cadbury,! who 


_ points out the following facts: (1) Many of Hobart’s words 


are so common that their appearance in Luke-Acts and in 
medical writings was inevitable. (2) More than 80 per cent. 
of his words (as Plummer says) are found in the LXX; 


' 300 of them also in Josephus ; 27 in the LXX but not in 


Josephus; and 67 in Josephus but not in the LXX. That 
is go per cent. are covered by these writings. (3) More 
than 90 per cent. are covered by Plutarch and Lucian. 
(4) Several of the medical words cited, not only by Hobart, 
but by Zahn, Harnack, and Moffatt, are used by St. Luke 
in non-medical senses. (5) Sixteen medical words can be 
cited from Matt. and Mark which are not found in Luke- 
Acts. (6) St. Luke shows a higher degree of culture and 
education than the first two evangelists, and naturally has 
command of a larger vocabulary, and so uses words found 
in the writings of medical men who were also cultured and 
educated. Greek medical terms did not make up a technical 
vocabulary such as the medical profession employs to-day ; 
they were genuinely Greek, and spoken Greek. Galen, 
who wrote later than St. Luke, claims for the sake of clear- 
ness to ‘employ those terms which people in general (oé 
qoAAoi) are accustomed to use’.2. And in Harvard Theol. 
Review, Jan. 1921, Cadbury notes that Galen makes a 
similar claim for his predecessor Hippocrates (who wrote 
six centuries earlier): ‘he appears to me to use the most 
usual and therefore plainly intelligible terms, such as rhe- 
toricians are accustomed to call mwoditixd.’* Cadbury con- 


1 The Style and Literary Method of Luke. WUarvard Theol. Stud. vi, 
part i. 

2 Quoted in of. cit., p. 64, n. OI. 

8 i,e. used by the ordinary citizen, the plain man. 
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cludes his inquiry by an examination of Lucian on Hobart’s 
lines, and produces results very similar to those which the 
latter claims for St. Luke. He tends, as said above, to 
reduce the significance of Lucan style and vocabulary to 
a minimum, believing that Luke-Acts was not written by 
‘the beloved physician’. But he has certainly reduced the 
strength of the case for the medical language." 

Miracles. Many think that the narratives in the Acts, 
especially in chs. i-xv, contain matter that is legendary 
and unhistorical, e. g. the story of Pentecost, the deliver- 
ance of the apostles from prison, and of St. Peter, and the 
raising of Dorcas from death. This is not the place to dis- 
cuss the perennial problem of miracles. Nor can all the 
accounts of miraculous happenings be treated as standing 
on the same level. Here it is necessary to point out that 
there is no justification whatever for thinking that if these 
accounts are legendary and unhistorical St. Luke could 
not have incorporated them, while another compiler could. 
Miracles were not an obstacle to faith, but the reverse. 
Records of miracles were the expression of a profound 
conviction of the truth that Christianity is itself miraculous ; 
and when such records reached St. Luke, he did not 
criticize them, he delighted in them, and published them 
for his contemporaries as an important element in his 
apologia for the Christian Church, illustrations of its true 
inwardness and character and power. 


1 Stanton (Gosp. Hist. Doc. ii. 262f.) expresses the utmost that can 
be said for it: ‘It seems to me probable that one who in former years 
had had some medical knowledge, but whose main interest in the 
miracles could no longer be in any sense a scientific one, and who 
was writing a narrative intended simply to set forth to general 
readers the facts as to that New Faith and its spread among men, to 
the progress of which he had come to be wholly devoted, might not 
improbably show signs of early training agreeing with what we notice 
in the “ Lucan” writings.’ It is worthy of remark that Jerome'(De vir. 


illustr. 7) could speak of ‘ Luke a physician of Antioch as his writings 
indicate’. 
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Parallelisms. More or less striking parallelisms are 


" pointed out between events in the two halves of the Acts. 


St. Peter and St. Paul ‘ both began their ministry with the 


healing of a lame man; both work miracles, the one with 


his shadow, the other with napkins. Demons flee in the 
name of St. Peter and in the name of St. Paul. St. Peter 
meets Simon Magus: St. Paul Elymas and the Ephesian 


magicians. Both raise the dead. Both receive divine 
honours. Both are supported by Pharisees in the council. 


St. Paul is stoned at Lystra, Stephen at Jerusalem. St. Paul 
is made to adopt the language of St. Peter, St. Peter of 
St. Paul, and so on’ (Bp. Headlam’). If this is detrimental 
to the historical value of the narratives, as some have held, 
it is the second half of the book that suffers rather than the 
first, because the first half came to the author in the form 
of written sources. We are therefore under the necessity 
of supposing that he, or the makers of his traditions, con- 
structed stories about St. Paul in order to create parallels. 
As Dr. Headlam says, ‘ Because the writer finds parallels 
between the lives of two men, it does not prove that his 
narrative is fictitious’. The idea that it does arose from the 
Tubingen conception of the book as a tract for the times 
mediating between the Judaic and the Pauline factions ; 
many of St. Peter’s deeds and words were similar to many 
of St. Paul’s, and each was as good as the other. 
Comparison of Acts and Epistles. When due weight has 
been given to considerations of style and vocabulary, and 
of the author’s plan and method, there still remains the 
larger and more pressing part of the problem. We have 
seen that a companion of St. Paul need not necessarily have 
known his epistles or reflected his distinctive theological 
ideas. But did he in his narrative relate or omit things 
about St. Paul which it is impossible to suppose that a com- 
panion of the apostle could have related or omitted? A 


1 Hastings’ D.B. i, p. 31a. 
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comparison must be drawn between narratives in the Acts 
and statements in St. Paul’s epistles, of which, for this 
purpose, Galatians is the most important. 

(t) Is St. Luke likely to have omitted St. Paul’s visit to 
Arabia (Gal. i. 17)? He certainly seems to leave no room 
for it in Acts ix. 19, 20. But it would have contributed 
nothing to his purpose. The spread of Christianity from 
Jews to Gentiles, which he wanted to trace, and of which 
St. Paul’s conversion was one of the chief turning-points, 
was not notably advanced by his retirement for a few days 
to the regions outlying Damascus.’ 

(2) The accounts of the apostle’s first visit to Jerusalem 
after his conversion are more difficult. St. Paul is empha- 
sizing the fact that he received his Gospel without any 
authorization or instruction from men. On that account he 
did not go at once to Jerusalem to the original apostles, but 
to Arabia and back to Damascus. Not till three years later 
did he go to the capital (Gal. 1. 18-24) ; and then it was for 
‘a purely private visit to make St. Peter’s acquaintance. He 
spent fifteen days with him, and saw also St. James, the 
chief presbyter of the Church in Jerusalem ; but did not 
come into contact with the Christians in the towns and 
villages in Judaea outside the city. ‘I was unknown by 
face to the Churches of Judaea which are in Christ.’ In 
the Acts (ix. 26-9) the author, writing long afterwards, with 
no desire whatever to press the fact of St. Paul’s indepen- 
dence in his knowledge of the Christian Gospel, but only 
wishing to carry his account of the spread of Christianity 
a stage further, describes Saul’s reception by ‘the apostles’ 
in Jerusalem, owing to the good offices of Barnabas, and 
then his vigorous preaching, which included disputings 
with Hellenists. The two accounts differ widely ; and their 


1 This is probably the meaning of Arabia. See Ramsay, St Paul 
the Traveller, p. 380. But the same, of course, is true if Arabia means 
the district in which Mt. Sinai stands (Lightfoot, Galatians, p. 88 f.). 
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difference makes it obvious that the author had not read 
Galatians. But though the epistle must be preferred to the 


_ Acts, it is possible that both writers may have heightened 


unconsciously the colour of their respective accounts under 


_ the pressure of their respective purposes. St. Paul no 


doubt met only St. Peter and St. James, as he says, and 
asseverates ; hence ‘the apostles’ must be taken as a 
generalization by one who did not know the exact facts. 


_ But the newly converted Saul was not one to keep silence 


for a fortnight, and very probably preached in the city. 
The words ‘coming in and going out at Jerusalem’ do not 
mean that he visited places outside the city, but that he 
moved about freely and fearlessly in and out of houses in 
the city. 

(3) Having embarked upon his ministry, fired with the 
conviction that he was called to be an apostle to the Gentiles, 
it might be thought that St. Paul would confine his atten- 
tion to them, or at least make them his first object. But 
according to the Acs his practice, of which the epistles 
give no hint, was to speak first to Jews when he arrived at 
a town for the first time. He turned to Gentiles when 
Jews proved hostile. It would be easy to exaggerate this 
into a fundamental disagreement between the apostle’s 
picture of himself and the historian’s conception of the 
whole purpose and method of his ministry. But in a 
strange town it would, in fact, be very difficult for him at 
once to secure a Gentile audience. A Jewish audience he 
could always get where there was a synagogue ; and that 
gave him the opportunity of reaching any Gentiles who 
were attached, or attracted, to Judaism closely enough to 
be present. Having become known in the place (cf. Acts 
xiii. 44), he would frequently be rejected after a short time 
by the synagogue, but he would have gained a nucleus of 
Gentiles to whom he could go on preaching elsewhere. 
His deliberate turning from the one to the other may be 
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pictured a little too sharply in xiii. 46, xviii. 6; cf. xxvill. 
25-8; but the divergence between the Paul of the Acts and 
the Paul of the epistles is not wide enough, in this respect, 
to preclude the Lucan authorship. His freedom and 
charity, and desire to be all things to all men in order to 
win as many as possible, led him sometimes to speak and 
act in such a way that he was charged with inconsistency, 
as we know from his own pen. And St. Luke’s accounts 
of his preaching first to Jews only serve to illustrate that 
side of his behaviour which is expressed in the words, ‘I 
became to the Jews as a Jew, that I might win Jews (x Cor. 
ix. 20). 

(4) According to Acts xvii. 15; xviii. 5, St. Paul on arriv- 
ing at Athens sent back by the Beroeans, who had brought 
him thither, a message to Silas and Timotheus, who had 
been left at Beroea, bidding them to ‘come to him as soon 
as possible’. And after he had gone on to Corinth, they 
came. If the Acts stood alone, it would be natural to con- 
clude that their arrival at Corinth was in obedience to the 
message received. But in 1 Thess. iii. 1-6 St. Paul states 
that in order to encourage the Thessalonians in their 
afflictions he sent Timotheus back to them from Athens: 
‘Since we could no longer forbear, we thought it good to 
be left in Athens alone, and sent Timotheus . . . to 
strengthen you.’ There were, therefore, journeys of 
Timotheus (1) from Beroea to Athens, and (2) from Athens 
back to Thessalonica, which ‘are omitted in Acts. His 
return to the apostle at Corinth coincides with the words 
(v. 6): ‘But when Timotheus just now came to us from you 
... we were comforted ;’ and on that account r Thess. may 
be assumed to have been written at Corinth. Possibly 
a double journey of Silas has also been omitted. If the 
plural pronoun in ‘we could no longer forbear’ includes 
him, he had come without Timotheus to the apostle at 
Athens, and had stayed with him there, in which case he 


at 
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_ must afterwards have been sent back to Thessalonica for 
_ some purpose and then with Timotheus rejoined St. Paul 


- at Corinth. But since in v.5 St. Paul uses the first person 


singular— when / could no longer forbear’, the pronoun in 
v. I is probably an epistolary plural referring to the apostle 
alone. Conjectures have been made which exonerate 
St. Luke from ignorance of the movements of Timo- 
theus.' But his ignorance would be no serious objection 


to the Lucan authorship of the Acés, since there is no 


evidence that the writer was with St. Paul at Athens or at 
Corinth. And if he was not ignorant, the omission can be 
accounted for by his wish to trace the rapid spread of 
Christianity, for which he confines himself mainly to the 
movements of St. Paul, and omits many details which do 
not serve his purpose. 

(5) St. Paul was at Ephesus fora considerable time in the 
course of his third missionary tour, and the writer was 
apparently not with him. This is enough to account for the 
fact that he gives a very rapid and sketchy record of the 
apostle’s work there (xviii. I9-xix. 22), and says nothing of 
the violent opposition and danger which he encountered, 
and which he describes in 1 Cor. iv. 9-13 ; xv. 32 ; 2 Cor. 1.8; 
iv.8-12. (For the story of the riot (Acts xix. 23-41) he must 
have been dependent upon a source other than St. Paul, 
since, according to his narrative, the apostle was not in- 
volved in it. His reason for relating it was no doubt the 
tolerant and pacific attitude taken by the civil official, such 
as he takes every opportunity to emphasize.) The writer’s 
absence will also explain his omission of a visit which 
St. Paul paid to Corinth from Ephesus in the same period. 
In 1 Cor. iv. 18 f., 21; x1. 34, St. Paul states his intention 
of paying the visit, and in 2 Cor. xii, 14; xill. rf, he 
refers to it as having been paid (see p. 120f.). And even if 
St. Paul, at some time during their companionship, had 

1 See Lake, The Earlier Epistles of St. Paul, p.75, n. 2. 
H 2 
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informed him of all these facts, it was not to his purpose to 
recount the apostle’s personal sufferings of body and mind, 
or his anxious dealings with the Corinthians. 

(6) On the other hand the writer was with St. Paul when 
he went up to Jerusalem (Acts xxi. 15-17), and when he 
sailed from Caesarea to Rome (xxvi. I-xxviii. 16), and there- 
fore was presumably present at the events in Jerusalem 
which he describes (xxi. 17-xxiii. 30). We have no epistles 
at this point with which to check his narrative, but some 
difficulties have been raised. For St. Paul it was a matter 
of pressing importance that he should bring the contribu- 
tions made by several Gentile Churches for the poor in 
Jerusalem. In Rom. xv. 25-8 he speaks of it as though it 
were his only object in going thither. This purpose is 
just mentioned in the Acfs in a speech of St. Paul (xxiv. 17), 
but there is not a word to relate that it was handed over. 
This would be surprising if St. Luke’s purpose had been 
simply biographical, and much more surprising if it had 
been to write an eirenicon to reconcile Pauline and Jewish 
factions. Nothing that he could relate about St. Paul 
could have been more germane to his purpose. But the 
importance for him of the events in Jerusalem lay simply 
in the fact that they were the stage in the apostle’s career 
which immediately led up to his journey to Rome. 

(7) Difficulty has been felt in St. Paul’s action in taking 
upon him a vow,’ at the request of St. James, and paying 
the expenses of four men who were completing their vows 
(xxi. 23 b-26). The details are somewhat obscure,? but to 
behave as a Jew to Jews, especially when the need was 
represented to him as pressing, was entirely in accordance 
with his principles of freedom and charity: and this was 
a good opportunity of illustrating them by an object lesson. 


Apparently a Nazarite vow, and tor the period of a week (v. 27). 
? See the writer’s St Paul: his Life, Letters, and Christian Doctrine, 
pp. 96 ff. 


7 


- 


THE AUTHORSHIP AND HISTORICAL VALUE 101 


There is, indeed, some difficulty in the parenthetical 


_ remark of St. James (v. 25), ‘But concerning the Gentiles 
. which have become believers we sent ! deciding that they 
should keep themselves from that which is sacrificed to 


idols and blood and [anything] strangled and fornication ’. 
If St. Paul needed this information he cannot have been 
present at the Council of Jerusalem, nor have been sent 


_to Antioch with the bearers of the letter from the Council, 
as is stated in ch. xv, nor have published the decrees in 


Asia Minor with Barnabas and Timotheus, as related in 
xvi. 4. It is not impossible, however, to understand ‘we 
sent’ as meaning ‘we sent, as you know’; in that case 
St. James says in effect, ‘It is not as though I were asking 
you to show Jewish sympathies in connexion with Gen- 
tiles; they, of course, know the decrees that we sent to 
them; it is only Jews that are at present in question’. 
Still the passage is certainly awkward, and v. 25 may be 
gloss. 

(8) Difficulties increase when we come to St. Paul’s 
speeches at Jerusalem and Caesarea. In chs. xxii and 
xxvi he relates to two different audiences (to the former in 
Aramaic) his vision on the Damascus road, accounts which 
agree broadly with the narrative in ch. ix, but differ 
markedly in some details, showing that the three narratives 
must have been dependent upon different sources. If 
St. Luke had written the Acfs in St. Paul’s company he 
could, of course, have gained more accurate information 
on many points. But since he probably wrote it several 
years after his death, he was dependent upon such reports 
as he had heard, and on their basis wrote up the speeches 
without making them agree with the account given in his 
source for ch. ix. There is no reason for thinking that 


1 dreoreihapev (Westc.-Hort), The reading érecreidapev (Tisch.) ‘we 
enjoined’ has some strong support; but it may have been due to 
harmonization with xv. 20. 
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such a procedure, while possible for a compiler other than 
St. Luke, was impossible for St. Luke himself. 

The speech of St. Paul before the Sanhedrin (xxiii. 1-6) 
is confused and obscure. In v. 6he says, ‘Concerning the 
hope [i.e. probably the Messianic hope] and the resur- 
rection of the dead I am being tried’; but neither of these 
was the cause of his arrest.1. Though St. Luke cannot have 
been present at the trial, he might have learned from 
St. Paul an accurate account of what he said when he was 
with him afterwards at Caesarea. But he probably did 
not think of writing his book, or of collecting material for 
it, till long afterwards, when a correct version of the speech 
was no longer available. 

The speech before Felix (xxiv. 10-21), at which St. Luke 
can hardly have been present, falls into two parts, vv. Lo-16 
and vv. 17-21, which seem to be duplicate accounts of the 
same speech. Four chief points appear in both: (a) St. Paul’s 
reason for going to Jerusalem was a religious one, in har- 
mony with, and not opposed to, the Jewish religion. (0) 
Denial of making a disturbance. (c) Challenge to the 
prosecutors. (d) Admission regarding a resurrection. As 
before, it was open to St. Luke, as to any other compiler, 
to compose the speech on the basis of reports. 

(9) Difficulties reach their climax in the narrative of the 
Council of Jerusalem (Acts xv). We have three accounts 
in chs. i-xv and Galatians of visits of St. Paul to Jerusalem 
later than the private visit (ix. 26-30; Gal. i. 18 f.) mentioned 
above: (i) The Christians of Antioch sent alms during 
a famine by the hands of Barnabas and Saul (xi. 30) ; and, 
after an intervening narrative about St. Peter, xii. 25 
appears to conclude the statement that the visit was made: 
‘So Barnabas and Saul returned to Jerusalem fulfilling * 


Yee op. ct, p. Lor: 


* The aorist participle is so difficult that Westc.-Hort mark the 
clause as a primitive corruption, and suggest ‘from (é£) Jerusalem’. 
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(wAnpécavres) their ministry.’ (ii) A visit with Barnabas and 
Titus, in which St. Paul consulted with the leaders of the 
Church, James, Cephas, and John, and it was agreed that 
they should evangelize Jews, and he and Barnabas Gentiles 
(Gal. ii. 1-10). (iii) A visit with Barnabas for the Council 
(Acts xv). 

St. Paul is describing his movements for the purpose of 
showing that he did not receive his Gospel from men 
because he had held no communication with the apostles 
before they had formally admitted his right to evangelize 
uncircumcised Gentiles. And yet he seems to have omitted 
the famine visit. If so, it must have been because it in- 
volved no communication with the apostles, and did not 
affect his argument. The alms were sent to the ‘elders’ 
and the apostles are not mentioned. This is the view of 
those who, with Lightfoot,! identify the visit of Gal. ii with 
the Council visit. There is much similarity between the 
two accounts, both being visits concerned with the question 
of the circumcision of the Gentiles. Lightfoot thinks that 
St. Paul describes a private consultation with the leaders, 
which probably preceded the public meeting. 

Others feel the difficulty of St. Paul’s omission of the 
famine visit so much that they identify it, and not the 
Council visit, with the visit of Gal. ii. So, e.g., Sir W. 
Ramsay,” C. W. Emmet,’ and (formerly) K. Lake.* Accord- 
ing to this view St. Luke’s object in his narrative was quite 
different from St. Paul’s. The former was interested in 
the wide-mindedness and kindly spirit shown by Gentile 


C. D. Chambers (Journ. Theol. Stud., Jan. 1923) thinks that the aorist 
participle following a verb of motion can express the purpose of the 
motion: ‘returned to J. fo fu//il their ministry’, and cites as parallels 
xxv. 13;2 Mac. xi. 35; 4 Mac. ili.13; Heb. ix. 12 (the last should 
certainly be excluded). 

1 Galatians, p. 530. 2 St. Paul the Traveller, &c., pp. 55 ff. 

8 Sometime Vicar of West Hundred. Galatians, pp. xvi ff. Begin- 
nings of Christianity, vol. ii, pp. 277 ff. 

4 The Earlier Epistles of St. Paul, pp. 279 ft. 
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Christians in the young Church at Antioch, in sending 
contributions to Jewish Christians, while the sole object 
of the latter was to record the official recognition of his 
work among Gentiles given by the Jewish Christian leaders. 
And when they asked him only to remember the poor, he 
could add with special point ‘which was the very thing 
that I was keen to do’ (Gal. ii. 10), as his conveyance of 
the Gentile alms clearly showed. It is true that the narra- 


tives in Gal. ii and Acts xi are entirely different ; but there © 


is no reason why St. Paul should not be supposed to have 
done two entirely different things at Jerusalem. 

The difficulty attaches even more strongly to a third 
suggestion that all three narratives (Gal. 11 ; Acts xi, xv) are 
accounts of the same visit ; and that the two latter, reaching 
St. Luke from two different sources, were not unnaturally 
understood by him to refer to two different occasions. 
This is the view to which Jackson and Lake? incline, and 
Windisch ? (in the same volume, p. 322) thinks it possible. 

Streeter (p. 557.), following Renan, cuts the knot with 
the suggestion that ‘the delegates who brought the famine 
contribution from Antioch (Acts xi. 30) were Barnabas and 
another; Luke erroneously imagined that other to be 
Barnabas’s (future) colleague, Paul’. 

But a further difficulty is felt with regard to St. Paul’s 
account and the decree of the Council. The decree, beside 
giving Gentile Christians freedom from circumcision, was 
four-fold, according to the ordinary reading (xv. 20, 29). 
In D and some Latin writers myixrod (-rév), ‘ things 
strangled’, is omitted, producing the appearance of moral 
injunctions against idolatry, murder, and fornication. But 
this as ‘a sort of moral catechism’, as Windisch says, 
‘would be noticeably incomplete. What mention is made 
of theft, avarice, litigiousness, lying—prominent vices 


' Beginnings of Christianity, vol. ii, p. 322. 
? Professor in Leiden. 
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among the Gentiles—which are combated everywhere 
else?’ And it may be added that ‘abstain (dméyeo6au) from 
blood’ is a strange equivalent for ‘do no murder’. He 
rightly adheres to the ordinary text, i.e. four rules bearing 
on Jewish ritual observance. But he thinks it impossible 
that the story of the Council which laid down these rules 
was written by St. Luke, or is historical, because St. Paul 
makes no mention of the decrees in writing to the Gala- 
tian Gentiles about the Law, and shows in 1 Cor. viii-x 
that neither he nor the Corinthians knew anything about 
a decree on idol-foods. Of those who hold this view some 
think that the story is pure fiction, but this is improbable 
from the fact that the writer of Rev. ii. 24 (‘I lay upon you 
no other burden’), who could hardly have quoted from the 
Acts, seems to have known the decrees. Others suggest 
that a Council was held after Galatians and 1 Corinthians 
were written, but antedated in the Acfs. Or that it is 
related in its right place, but that St. Paul and Barnabas 
were not present at it. But do any of these conclusions 
necessarily follow ? The letter containing the decree was 
sent only to the Gentiles in Antioch, and generally in the 
province of Syria and Cilicia (xv. 23), i.e. to those who 
were in immediate contact with the Jewish nation in its 
own country, and therefore with Jewish Christians with 
whom a modus vivendt was necessary.1 No one can suppose 
that St. Paul liked the decrees, but—in respect of Gentiles 
in close contact with a large number of Jewish Christians— 
he submitted to them in the spirit of charity which he 
enjoins in 1 Cor. x. 19-33. Enlightened Christians knew 

1 This throws doubt on the statement in xvi. 4 that ‘as they passed 
through the cities’—whether of South or of North Galatia—St. Paul 
with Barnabas ‘ delivered to them the decrees to keep’. The decrees 
were not laid down as binding on every Gentile who should thereafter 
become a Christian. It wasa provision for a special need arising out 


of the Antioch mission. The verse is probably an erroneous addition 
and was not the work of St. Luke. 
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that an idol was nothing at all (viii. 4, x. 20); but ‘weak’ 
Christians felt, as pagans did, that things offered to idols 
were offered to demons; and in that case they were pollu- 
tion. Therefore, while all things were lawful for the 
enlightened Christian, all things were not expedient. 
But he was not under the least necessity, in writing to 
Corinth, of citing the decrees, of which the Corinthians 
had probably never heard, and which did not concern 
them. In Galatians there was even less reason for citing 
them, because he was writing from a wholly different 
point of view. Even if the decrees were published in 
Galatia on his second tour, the refraining in a spirit of 
charity from four things which were displeasing to Jewish 
Christians, in order to preserve the modus vivendi, was 
quite alien to his argument against the acquiring of 
‘righteousness’ by obedience to Jewish ordinances. 

These difficulties, which many have felt with regard to 
the decrees, would, indeed, disappear if Galatians was 
written before the Council (see p. 133f.), and reflects the 
beginning of the controversy with the Judaizers at Antioch 
after the first tour and before the apostle went to Jerusalem. 
This has the further advantage of placing St. Peter’s action 
which occasioned St. Paul’s rebuke (Gal. ii. 11-14) before 
and not after the Council, thus exonerating him from what 
St. Paul felt to be flagrant disloyalty to the agreement 
which he had taken a leading part in bringing about. And 
‘certain persons from James’ (v. 12) are thus the same as 
‘certain persons who came down from Judaea’ (Acts xv. 1). 
Turner’ and Zahn? feel the difficulty of this disloyalty so 
much that, though they identify the visit of Gal. ii with the 
Council visit, they think that St. Paul, in giving his account 
of the rebuke, is referring to an incident of an earlier 
date. 

But ‘disloyalty’ is hardly a fair word to use. St. Peter 


' Hastings’ D.B. i. 429 f. * Galatians, p. 110f. 
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had been broad-minded enough to visit the Gentile Corne- 
lius and baptize him when the Spirit was poured upon him; 
and he had been able to defend himself in Jerusalem when 
his action was disputed. Then he took the further strong 
step of going to Antioch and eating with Gentile Christians, 
until, in Streeter’s words (p. 547): 


‘ Under pressure from “ certain who came from James”, Peter 
at Antioch went back on his pro-Gentile liberalism. It was 
doubtless represented to him that if he continued thus openly 
to break the law he would ruin all possibility of converting 
“the circumcision” to Christ. Peter has been much abused for 
giving way ; but in all probability those who urged this judged 
the situation correctly. Peter was really face to face with the 
alternative of, either ceasing to eat and drink with Gentiles, or 
wrecking that mission to the circumcised which he felt to be his 
primary call (Gal. ii. 9). Is he to be blamed because he declined 
to take that risk? ... The fact is that the relations of Jew and 
Gentile since the persecution of Antiochus Epiphanes and the 
Maccabean revolt had brought things to such a pass that to 
surrender the obligation of the Law meant the failure of the 
Jewish mission, while to retain it was to sacrifice the Gentile. 
It was one of those tragic situations that do sometimes occur 
when the best men for the best motives feel compelled to differ 
upon a vital issue.’ 


Such are some of the problems which arise round the 
question of the historical value and the authorship of the 
Acts. They are many and complex. But a final considera- 
tion in favour of the Lucan authorship must not be lost 
sight of, namely, that if there are things which it is difficult 
to believe that a companion of St. Paul could have written, 
or omitted, it is even more difficult to think, in many cases, 
that they could have been written or omitted by a later 
compiler who would presumably be in possession of the 
epistles, and could keep all his statements in harmony with 
them. That the Acts is a compilation is clear, at least in 
the earlier half; and it is unsafe to assume that a com- 
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panion of St. Paul must always have avoided what was 
inaccurate in the sources from which he drew. But if 
St. Luke himself was the compiler at a late date in his life, 
several years after St. Paul’s death, the great majority of 
the phenomena are sufficiently explained, room being left 
open for small additions and alterations. The correctness 
of a large number of his details in matters of archaeology, 
geography, and local politics has become increasingly 
evident in recent years, largely owing to the researches of 
Sir W. Ramsay. But correct details are only the outward 
framework of the record. The historical value of the book 
as a whole lies, not in the verbal authenticity of its speeches, 
or the accuracy of the words or actions of the persons in 
the drama, or the exhaustiveness of its contents, but in the 
general picture which the author gives of the Christianity 
of the time, with its endowment of spiritual enthusiasm, 
the conditions under which it struggled, and its rapid 
advance from Jerusalem through a large part of the empire 
to Rome. 
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fe including Philemon, which deals with the private 
matters of an individual, all St. Paul’s writings that 
have come down to us are addressed to Christian com- 
munities, and intended to be read aloud (1 Thess. v. 27 ; Col. 
iv. 16). Most of them are real ‘letters’, dealing with the 
particular circumstances and needs of particular Churches, 
but the Apostle made them the vehicle of a large amount of 
doctrinal and homiletic instruction. The evolution of di- 
dactic epistles, or epistolary homilies, and the adoption of 
them by Christians, is described by Moffatt,! and the 
ordinary form and method of ancient Greek letter-writing 
by Milligan ? (Thessalonians, pp. 121-30). 

The exact dates of St. Paul’s life are not yet determined. 
For those which are here given for the epistles an alterna- 
tive of a year earlier throughout is possible. The chrono- 
logical position of Galatians and Philippians is disputed, and 
also of certain portions, 1.e. the two parts of 2 Corinthians 
(chs. i-ix and xxiii), and within the former part vi. 14-vil. 1 ; 
also Rom. xvi, and Phil. iii. 2-iv.1. But the following is 
the order in which they are usually studied: 


A.D. 
1 and 2 Thessalonians 51 
1 Corinthians 55 or 56 
2 Corinthians 56 
Galatians 56 (? 49) 
Romans 57 
Colossians, Philemon, Ephesians CoGx 
Philippians c. 62 (? 54-56) 


These dates are determined by working backwards and 


1 Introd. Lit. N.T., pp. 44-50. 
* Regius Professor of Divinity at Glasgow University. 
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forwards, according to indications in the Acts and Epistles, 
from the midsummer of 52 or 51, at which time we learn 
from an inscription found at Delphi that Gallio (see Acts 
xviii. 12) entered upon office as proconsul of Achaia. 


A. First Group or EPIsTLes 
§ 1. [ Thessalonians 


Throughout his life St. Paul cherished the warmest 
affection for his converts in Macedonia, which he first 
visited in the course of his second missionary tour. The 
spiritual guidance which had led him to Troas (Acts xvi. 
6-8), and the vision which he had there of the man of 
Macedonia (v. 9), caused him to take the important step of 
enlarging his labours beyond the areas of Syria and Asia 
Minor. In the towns of Macedonia he found audiences 
more simple-minded, less sophisticated, than those in Asia 
Minor, who were beginning to fall under the influence of 
the rising tide of theosophical syncretism from the East 
and Egypt. His converts at Philippi and Thessalonica 
became attached to him in the closest friendship; and 
those in the latter town, as he says himself (1 Thess. i. 7 f.), 
became very widely known for their Christian devotion. 
He must have stayed with them for some time, because 
he settled down to his hand labour (cf. Acts xviii. 3, xx. 34) 
in order to maintain himself and not be burdensome to them 
asa guest (1 Thess. ii.g; 2 Thess. ui. 8), and because during 
his stay his devoted converts at Philippi sent him supplies 
at least twice (Phil. iv. 16). But at last the Jews of the place, 
enraged at his success, incited the populace against him and 
Silas, who accompanied him. They fortunately were not 
able to lay hands on them, but Jason, in whose house they 
seem to have lodged, and some other Christians, were 


1 See Deissmann, St. Paul, Appendix I, and the present writer’s 
St. Paul, pp. Xv-xviil. 
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brought up before the politarchs, the local magistrates, on 
a charge of sedition against Caesar. Jason was bound 
over to keep the peace, and St. Paul and Silas (with their 
young companion Timothy, whom St. Luke does not 
mention) were hurried away by their friends (Acts xvii. 5- 
to). But his converts continued to suffer at the hands of 
the Jews (x Thess. ii. 14 f.). After he had arrived, via 
Beroea and Athens, at Corinth, Silas and Timothy rejoined 
him (Acts xviii. 5 ; see p. 98), and Timothy, whom he had 
sent back to them from Athens, brought him a report of 
their spiritual and temporal position ‘which relieved his 
mind of great anxiety and drew from him this letter. 

Writing, as he always did, out of the fullness of his 
heart, he made no attempt at literary or artistic arrange- 
ment. But the letter falls naturally into two parts: A. Per 
sonal matter; B. Instruction. 

In 4 he utters a thanksgiving for their zeal and en- 
durance (i. 2-10), which was itself a proof of what his 
work for them had been, and gave him the opportunity of 
defending himself against false charges which had been 
made against his preaching and manner of life among them 
(ii, 1-12). He thanks God again for their endurance under 
Jewish persecution (il. 13-16), and recalls his relations with 
them since his banishment, the mission of Timothy, and his 
report (il. 17-111. 10), concluding with a prayer (ili. 11-13). 

In B he warns them against immorality, which was all 
too easy for newly converted Christians, especially Gentiles, 
surrounded by pagan life (iv. 1-8), and exhorts them to in- 
crease in mutual love, to keep quietly to themselves instead 
of mixing themselves up with the pagan society of the city, 
and to work with their hands, which would create a good 
impression among non-Christians and make them inde- 
pendent of charity (iv.9-12). He had learnt from Timothy’s 
report that because Christ’s Advent, which they were 
momentarily expecting, had not yet occurred, and some of 


; 
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their number had died, they were in doubt and distress as 
to whether the dead would share in it. He assures them 
that they will, foretelling the Lord’s descent from heaven, 
the rising of the Christian dead, and then the rapture of 
the risen and the living together ‘in clouds to meet the 
Lord in the air; and so shall we ever be with the Lord’ 
(iv. 13-18). He adds that sober watchfulness is needed 
because the Advent will be sudden (v. 1-11). And after 
some miscellaneous injunctions as to their manner of life as 
Christians (v. 12-22), a short conclusion brings the letter to 
an end. 

Apart from some difficulties of language, which are 
discussed in commentaries, there is little that calls for 
special attention except the apostle’s teaching on the 
Advent, for which reference should be made to the volume 
in this series on New Testament Theology. Its delay had 
begun to cause heartburnings, and St. Paul found himself 
constrained, as the years went on, to lay continually less 
stress on its immediate imminence. And at the end of his 
life the thought of the Parousia, in the Jewish sense of 
a catastrophic event at a future moment of time, had 
practically faded from his mind. 


§ 2. I] Thessalonians 


This epistle, apart from the autographic conclusion (iii. 
17f.), falls into three parts, each concluding with a prayer 
(i. 11 f.; i. 16 f. ; 1. 16): 4. A thanksgiving for the zeal and 
endurance of the readers (i. 3-5) leads to the thought of 
their recompense at the Advent of the Lord Jesus with 
His angels, when sinners will be destroyed (i. 6-10). 
Bb. The final End has not yet begun ; the Advent must be 
preceded by the Lawless One, who is at present checked 
by a hindering power, but whom Jesus will destroy when 
He comes (ii. 1-12). This leads to a thanksgiving for the 
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spiritual privileges of the readers, and an exhortation to 
hold fast the Christian tradition (ii. 13-15). C. A request 
for their prayers, and expressions of confidence (iii. 1-5). 
Injunctions to work quietly for their own living, and to 
avoid and admonish those Christians who do not (iii. 
6-15). 

Place of writing. The opening salutation includes the 
names of Silvanus (= Silas) and Timothy. Since they had 
both rejoined St. Paul at Corinth (see above), and both 
are referred to as preaching with him there (2 Cor. 1. 19), 
it is a natural conclusion that Corinth was the place where 
this epistle, as well as the preceding, was written. But 
the conclusion is uncertain. Silvanus at this point dis- 
appears from history altogether, and Timothy disappears 
for some time. St. Paul, after staying more than eighteen 
months at Corinth, returned to Syria via Ephesus, visited 
Jerusalem, spent some time at Antioch, passed through 
cities he had evangelized in Asia Minor (‘the Galatic region 
and Phrygia’), and returned to Ephesus, where, after more 
than two years of the apostle’s work, Timothy reappears 
in St. Luke’s narrative (Acts xix.22). Timothy, therefore, 
may have been left at Ephesus when St.’ Paul sailed 
thither from Corinth. But it is equally possible that he 
and Silvanus remained with the apostle throughout, in 
which case, so far as the inclusion of their names in the 
salutation is concerned, the epistle might have been written 
at any time in the four years or so between Timothy’s 
arrival at Corinth and the mention of him at Ephesus. 
Moffatt cites iii. 2 as indicating Corinth: ‘ Pray, brethren, 
for us, .. . that we may be delivered from wicked and evil 
men’; but ‘wicked and evil men’ might point equally well 
to Ephesus. 

Relation to 1 Thessalonians. The epistle is somewhat of 
an enigma. The difficulties which it raises are mainly 
three: 1. Ina large part of it there is a marked similarity 
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of language and subject-matter to those of the first epistle." 
This would be natural if St. Paul were writing’soon after- 
wards to another Church. The phenomena would then be 
analogous to those in Colossians and Ephesians. But why 
should he write two letters to the same Church in terms so 
similar, and at an interval of time so short, that one was an 
echo of the other? If, on the other hand, the interval was 
long—say three years or more—the similarity requires us 
to suppose that he re-read his copy of the first letter and 
imitated its language, which is very improbable. 2. But 
with the similarity there is a difference in tone which can 
be felt rather than described. The epistle is less frankly 
warm and affectionate than the first, more formal, more 
‘official and severe’ (Milligan); and greater emphasis is. 
laid on the apostle’s teaching and example (ii. 15 ; 111. 6-14). 
If there was a considerable interval between the two 
writings, the news which the apostle received (cf. iil. 11) of 
the Thessalonians could well account for the change. But 
if they were written almost at the same time, the difficulty 
is greater. 3. While eschatology is a feature in both, 
St. Paul not only devotes a larger space to it in the second 
epistle (1.7-10; 11. 1-12), but treats the subject very differently. 
In the First epistle the Thessalonians, as said above, were 
troubled as to whether Christians who had died would 
share in Christ’s Parousia. In the Second, the difficulty 
that has to be met is described in the words (ii. 1, 2), ‘ But 
I ask you, brethren, concerning the Parousia of our Lord 
Jesus Christ and our gathering together unto Him, that ye 
be not hastily shaken from your mind nor frightened either 
by spirit [i.e, a communication delivered by one ina spiritual 
ecstasy] or by word or by letter as purporting to be by us,? 
as that the day of the Lord is [already] present’. The last 


1 See Milligan, Thessalonians, p. \xxxif. 
* It is very likely that the words ‘as purporting to be by us’ refer 
to all three—ecstatic utterance, preaching, and a letter. 
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word évéornxey must not be rendered ‘is imminent’; of the 
imminence of the Parousia St. Paul was himself deeply 
convinced at this period of his life. But the readers had, 
from some cause, begun to think that the eschatological 
world-crisis had actually begun. -And the apostle was 
obliged to repeat, perhaps in different and clearer language, 
what he had taught them orally when he was with them 
(ii. 5), and to beg them (v. 15) to adhere to that teaching 
given by word of mouth (da Adyov), and also to what he 
had told them in his previous letter (6: émicroAfs hpudv). 
It would not take long for some in Thessalonica, who had 
misunderstood his teaching, to rouse an unhealthy nervous 
excitement in the community by fostering the idea that the 
events of the final Drama had begun. And it is perhaps 
natural that a touch of sharpness and frigidness should 
enter into St. Paul’s repetition of his teaching, of which 
a mistaken—possibly with some a malicious—use had been 
made. 

Other explanations have been suggested. 1. J.C. West,! 
following Ewald and others, argues that the Second epistle 
preceded the First, and places the writing of it at Beroea. 
He says, ‘No misunderstanding on the part of the 
Thessalonians of anything in zr 7hess. can be discovered 
which will fit the case’. But according to the above 
explanation, following St. Paul’s own words, what they 
had misunderstood was not his first letter but his oral 
teaching given when he was with them. West holds that 
the eschatological teaching in z Thess. represents ‘a wider 
and more Gentile outlook’, while in 2 Thess. it is ‘crude 
and Judaistic ’, and that the latter must have preceded the 
former. But is it possible to suppose that St. Paul’s ideas 
developed so quickly in the brief interval between leaving 
Beroea and arriving at Corinth? In any case his oral 
teaching preceded any epistle, and it is that which he 

1 Journ. Theol. Stud., Oct. 1913. 
12 
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expressly claims to be repeating. It is true that the 
Jewish scenic descriptions of terror and retribution, and 
the Jewish tradition, in a Christianized form, of the Man 
of Lawlessness, the devilish counterpart to the Messiah, 
are to be seen in the Second epistle. But the need, as 
said above, was different. In z Thess. his converts required 
comforting concerning the dead; in 2 Thess. his teaching 
on the Parousia in general, which they had begun to mis- 
represent, had to be reinforced. Two further considera- 
tions favour the priority of z Thess.: firstly, the fact that 
St. Paul’s references in 1 Thess. ii. 17-iii. 6 to events 
which had occurred since he left are more natural in 
the first letter that he wrote after his departure than in 
a second; secondly, the mention of ‘the token in every 
epistle’ (2 Thess. iii. 17), to warn the readers against 
a letter, or letters, purporting to be by him, is rather more 
suitable in a second letter than in a first. 

2. Burkitt? thinks that both letters were drafted by 
Silvanus (Silas), and that St. Paul approved them and 


added 1 Thess. ii. 18 and 2 Thess. iii. 17 with his own 


hand. 

3. Harnack suggests that the Gentile and the Jewish 
Christians at Thessalonica formed distinct groups, to 
which the two epistles were written respectively. This is 
attractive, and would explain some of the difficulties, and 
the Judaic language of the Second epistle. But it is 
a conjecture without evidence. The salutation in each 
case is ‘To the Church of the Thessalonians’, with no 
hint of distinct groups ; and the injunction in 1 Thess. v. 27 
is to read the epistle to a// the Christians. 

4. Many writers have denied the genuineness of 2 Thess. 
It is thought to be a later work by a Paulinist (possibly 
Silvanus), partly on account of the difficulties mentioned 
above—the similarities and differences—and partly on the 


! Christian Beginnings, pp. 128-32. 
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ground of style and language. But this raises difficulties 
as great as those which it solves. The Thessalonians 
possessed, and no doubt knew almost by heart, the First 
epistle. And we have to suppose that after St. Paul’s 
death some one wrote an epistle addressed to the same 
Church, consisting partly of a cento of phrases from the 
First epistle, and partly of some new and startling escha- 
tology which he represented St. Paul as having taught by 
word of mouth in Thessalonica. And the boldness, or 
worse, of adding lil. 17 is greater than we can admit to be 
possible, even in an age when pseudonymity was a recog- 
nized literary artifice. 

Some have gone so far as to reject the First epistle on 
such grounds as the suspicious similarity of its language to 
that of z, 2 Corinthians!, the discrepancies between its 
historical notices and those in the Acts, the presence of 
words not used elsewhere by St. Paul, and the absence of 
distinctively Pauline ideas about the Law and the Cross. 
The reader is referred to the discussion on these points by 
Moffatt. The similarity to z, 2 Corinthians in language, in 
the apostle’s attitude of self-defence, and in some of the 
difficulties felt by the readers is undoubted, and constitutes 
an argument for the genuineness of z Thessalonians, It 
leads W. Hadorn? (Professor at Bern) to date it in the 
long stay at Ephesus in close conjunction with z, 2 Corin- 
thians. He thinks, however, that 2 Thessalonians pre- 
ceded it, and can belong to the first stay at Corinth. But 
the general situation of the two epistles is too similar to 
make this interval and difference of place probable. This 
late date for the First epistle, or both, is ‘forbidden by the 
fact that in z Thessalonians the impressions of the first 
contact are still so fresh, much fresher than in z Corin- 
thians or Philippians ...and it is wholly improbable that 


1 Intr. Lit. N.T., p. 70 ff. 
2 Zettschr., N.T. Wiss., 1919, 20, pp. 67-71. 
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Paul should have sent no letter to the Thessalonians during 
his eighteen months in Corinth’ (Windisch 1). 

5. It is suggested that the Second epistle is composite. 
A pre-Christian or Jewish-Christian apocalypse has been 
incorporated by a Paulinist, or, conversely, an epistle has 
been built up round the Pauline fragment ii. 1-12, or 
a letter by St. Paul has been edited and partly rewritten. 
Moffatt (of. c7z., p. 81) rightly says that ‘ little is really gained 
by postulating such a restricted activity on the part of the 
editor. For his purpose it would have been as simple and 
more effective to compose an entire epistle, and the section 
ii. I-12 is so cardinal a feature of the canonical writing that 
the latter may be said to stand or fall with it.’ 


B. Sreconp Group oF EPISTLES 
§ 3. J Corinthians 


Circumstances. The First epistle was written from 
Ephesus. This is shown in xvi. 8, 9. After saying that he 
would visit his readers when he had passed through Mace- 
donia, and hoped to stay some time with them, the Apostle 
adds, ‘ But I am staying on at Ephesus till Pentecost, for 
a great and effectual door is open to me’. In keeping with 
this he sends salutations (v. 19) from ‘the Churches of 
Asia’, and from Aquila and Priscilla, who, according to 
Acts xvii. 18f, had travelled with him to Ephesus. He 
had left them there, and had travelled to Jerusalem and 
then to Antioch. After some time he re-traversed the route 
which he had taken in his second tour, through Derbe, 
Lystra, Iconium, and Pisidian Antioch, and arrived at 
Ephesus. 

The time of writing is doubtful, but his own words show 

1 Harvard Theol. Rev., April 1922, p. 173 f. The whole number is a 


very useful summary of German work on the New Testament, 1914- 
1920, 
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that he wrote shortly before a Pentecost, say early in May ; 
and he implies, in xvi. 1, 2, that the Corinthian collections 
for the poor of Jerusalem had not yet been begun. But in 
2 Cor. viii. 10 ; ix. 2, he speaks of the Corinthians as having 
begun the collection ‘last year’ (dd wépvor). The relation 
between the dates of the two epistles depends upon this 
phrase. 2 Corinthians was written from Macedonia after 
he had left Ephesus (see below), and after that he was 
three months at Corinth (Acts xx. 3) before leaving Philippi 
for Jerusalem ‘ after the days of Unleavened Bread’ (v. 6). 
This would be at about the end of March, so that 2 Corin- 
thians must have been written in the previous November 
or perhaps earlier. Now when St. Paul says ‘last year’ 
he may have reckoned the year either as a Roman from 
January or as a Jew from September-October. In the 
former case ‘last year’ for one writing in November would 
mean the previous December at latest. But in the latter it 
might mean any time up to the autumn New Year, just 
over a month before he wrote, though the context renders 
this improbable. If, however, he arrived in Macedonia and 
wrote 2 Corinthians in September, just before the autumn 
New Year, then ‘a year ago’ would mean that the collec- 
tion was begun in the previous September at the latest. 
Thus if 2 Corinthians was written in Sept.—Nov., z Corin- 
thians was written in the spring either of the same, or of 
the previous, Roman year, 1.e. five or six months before, or 
a year and five or six months before. 

After dealing with the first matter that required atten- 
tion, party factions at Corinth, he states that he has already 
dispatched Timothy to Corinth, and announces his inten- 
tion of visiting them himself (iv. 18 f., 21 ; xi. 34). Meanwhile 
he wanted to stay on at Ephesus till Pentecost, and was 
sending them this letter, which would evidently reach them 
before Timothy. He asks them to receive him well and not 
despise him, and to forward him in peace on his journey 
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back to him with the brethren, who were probably the 
bearers of the letter (xvi. 10, 11). This seems to be the same 
mission of Timothy as that mentioned in Acts xix. 22, : 
where it is said that Timothy and Erastus were sent to 
Macedonia. This would explain why the letter—sent 
straight across the sea—would reach Corinth first. But 
St. Paul does not mention Erastus, and Acts does not 
relate Timothy’s arrival at Corinth. It is not certain, there- 
fore, that he arrived there ; something may have occurred 
to prevent him from doing what he was sent to do. St. Luke 
was not in possession of all the facts of this troubled period. 
We know only that Timothy was in Macedonia when 
2 Corinthians was written, for he joins in the opening 
salutation. But whether from Timothy or from other 
sources St. Paul heard news that made him pay the visit 
to Corinth which he had intended, of which Ac¢s says 
nothing. But the report was evidently so bad that he felt it 
imperative to go to them as soon as possible. So he made 
up his mind to visit them /wece, once immediately, crossing 
direct by sea from Ephesus, and then again after going 
from them to Macedonia (2 Cor. 1. 15, 16). The former of 
these was paid; but the visit was so painful that he could 
not bring himself to go a second time. There was thus 
a double change of plan: he did not stay in Ephesus till 
Pentecost, and he did not visit Corinth twice. For this he 
was accused of vacillation, against which he defends him- 
self in 2 Cor. i. 17-11. 1. His reason for refraining from the 
second visit is given in i. 23: ‘But I call God as a witness 
upon my soul that to spare you I came no more? (odxéru 
7AOov) to Corinth,’ and ii. 1: ‘I determined this for myself 
that I would not come again to you with sorrow.’ The 


* “J forebare to come’ (R.V.), and ‘I came not as yet’ (A. V.) are 
incorrect renderings, which seem to have been occasioned by the 
desire to avoid the admission that St. Paul paid a visit to Corinth 
unrecorded by St. Luke. 
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painful visit, not recorded in the Acts, was the second that 
he had actually paid them; he went to them for the first 
time on his second tour (Acts xviii. 1-17), when he wrote to 
the Thessalonians. Hence he says, ‘ This is the third time 
I am ready to come to you’ (2 Cor. xii. 14); ‘ This is the 
third time I am coming to you... I say beforehand as [I 
said] when I was present the second time’ (xiii. 1, 2). The 
visit was the more painful because it proved a sad failure. 
St. Paul returned, as we have seen, to Ephesus instead of 
going to Macedonia, and in the depths of depression wrote 
a sorrowful letter (2 Cor. ii. 4), which he even feared might 
have been too stern (vii. 8). It was taken by Titus. Then 
St. Paul went up via Troas to Macedonia, and at last, to 
his infinite relief, Titus came with the good news that the 
letter had done its work and produced in them a repentant 
sorrow (vii. 6-16). This made him write what we know as 
2 Corinthians. The reason for the painful visit and this 
sorrowful letter is not clear. It is perhaps something quite 
unknown to us; but if it is one of the subjects with which 
I Corinthians deals, it may be either the factions or the 
crime of incest, or the litigation in heathen courts. Pos- 
sibly the last two were connected ; some have thought that 
it was the injured father who brought the son before a 
heathen court.! Many have thought that part of the sorrow- 
ful letter is preserved in 2 Cor. x—xill. 10; others that it is 
lost, and that 2 Corinthians is a unity (see below). 

An earlier letter. One exception, however, to its unity 
is widely recognized. 1 Corinthians is not the first letter 
that the apostle wrote to the Church of Corinth. In 1 Cor. 
v. 9 he says, ‘I wrote to you in my letter not to be mixed 
up with fornicators’; and there is nothing in the opening 
chapters of the epistle to which the words could refer. He 
seems to have heard that some of them were behaving in 
an unworthy manner with regard to the immorality with 


1 See Archbishop [now Provost] Bernard, Studia Sacra, ch. ix. 
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which Corinth was saturated. But when he wrote to 
protest, they had misunderstood him, and he was obliged 
to explain that he did not mean that they must separate 
themselves entirely from all fornicators, otherwise they 
would have to leave the world altogether, but that they 
must keep clear of any brother, i.e. Christian, who was 
guilty of the sin. It is very probable that a fragment of 
this letter has been preserved in 2 Cor. vi. 14—-Vil. 1, a pas- 
sage which might have been so misunderstood, and which 
breaks the close connexion of thought between vi. 13, ‘be 
ye also enlarged’ (i.e. enlarge your hearts towards me), 
and vii. 2, ‘make room for us’ (sc. in your hearts). 
Contents. 1 Corinthians is the most intensely practical 
of all St. Paul’s letters. The whole of it was written to 
meet immediate needs of his converts, of which he heard 
from, apparently, three sources. 1. He was informed by 
‘them of Chloe’ (i.e. probably Christian slaves of a Corin- 
thian lady who had come with her, or had been sent by 
her, to Ephesus) that the Corinthian Church was rent by 
party factions. He deals with this in i. tov. 21. He 
learnt, probably from the same source, that a Christian in 
Corinth had committed incest with his stepmother (ch. v), 
that Christians were bringing lawsuits against Christians 
before heathen, Roman, courts (vi. 1-11), and that with an 
abuse of Christian ‘liberty’ some were yielding to the 
prevalent pagan vice of fornication (vi. 12-20). 2. But after 
dealing, with passionate eagerness, with these four matters 
which had reached him by report, he had to discuss some 
points apparently raised by the Corinthians themselves in 
a letter brought by Stephanas, Fortunatus, and Achaicus. 
He refers to each point in turn with the same formula: 


‘Now concerning what you wrote’ [with regard to marriage] 
; vii. I-24 
: . virgins’ vii. 25-40 
i ms idol-foods’ vill. I-xi. I 


Stace) Sane 
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‘Now concerning Spirit-filled persons’ _xii. 1-xiv. 40 
” “ the collection’ xvi, I-Ir (com- 


bined with some 
personal matters) 

7 en Apollos’ XVI. 2, 
3. In addition to these the apostle treats of three other 
matters on which he learnt, probably from the bearers of 
their letter to him, that rebuke and counsel were needed: 


_ Irregularity, of which some women were guilty, with re- 


gard to dress at public worship (xi. 2-16) ; Unworthy be- 
haviour on the part of some of the richer Christians in the 
eating of the food at the Eucharistic feasts (xi. 17-34); 
Denial by some Christians, probably Gentiles only, that 
there would be a Resurrection of the dead, which St. Paul 
meets first by arguing from the Resurrection of Christ, as 
he had received it in tradition, and which he takes for 
granted (xv. 1-28), and on other grounds (vv. 29-34), and 
then by discussing the nature of the Resurrection body, 
granting, of course, the contention of his opponents that 
the material body could not inherit the divine kingdom 
(vv. 35-58). He concludes with some personal matters 
and salutations (xvi. 19-24). No other writing in the New 
Testament can be analysed so clearly as this; and none 
reveals more vividly the meaning of the words, ‘that which 
cometh upon me daily, the care of all the Churches’. 


§ 4. LI Corinthians 


The above sketch of the Circumstances shows that this 
epistle was written at a moment of intense revulsion of 
feeling. St. Paul’s temperament was such that he felt 
things more acutely than most people. His converts from 
paganism, who included ‘not many wise, not many power- 
ful, not many of noble family’, but probably many slaves, 
and others who belonged, for the most part, to the humblest 
and uneducated classes, were in greater need than those of 
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any other Church of being supported and controlled by the 
strong hand of authority. He had been racked with fear 
that they might defy his authority by refusing to listen to 
the pleadings and to follow the directions in his sorrowful 
letter. His relief was unbounded when he heard from 
Titus that they had accepted his letter in the right spirit, 
and had shown their penitence by dealing strongly—almost 
too strongly—with the offender. And he at once wrote 
this letter. It was not a moment for dealing with Christian 
doctrine or Church practice ; the letter is simply a pouring 
out of the man himself. We learn from it more of his 
personal character and temperament than from all his other 
writings put together. 

After the opening salutation (i. 1, 2) and thanksgiving 
(vv. 3-14), the latter of which, owing to the circumstances, 
is much more than an epistolary convention, the epistle 
falls into three main parts: 

A. He dwells on (a) his relations with the Corinthians 
(i. 15-11. 13), and (d) his apostolic authority (ii. 14-vil. 4). 
In the latter, section he describes (i) his office: the nature 
of his work—a sacrificial odour rising to God (vv. 14-16) ; 
the sincerity of his teaching (v. 17); his independence of 
human commendation, since his converts themselves 
are his living and visible commendation (iii. 1-3); the 
divine dignity of his ministry, as that of the New Cove- 
nant (vv. 4-18), and its high character in keeping with 
this (iv. 1-6). (ii) His sufferings (iv. J-v. 10). (iii) His Le 
(v. II-vi. Io); its motive (v. 11-15), its nature (v. 16-vi. 2), 
and the earthly marks which show its nature, i.e. sufferings 
(vi. 3-5), character (vv. 6, 7), and a spiritual independence 
of circumstances (vv. 8-10). (iv) His personal feelings 
for the Corinthians (vi. 11-13 and vii. 2-4). [The interven- 
ing passage, vi. I4~-vil. 1, as said above, is probably a frag- 
ment of an earlier letter.] 

B. The Collection (viii, ix). He presses upon them the 


Pia ay 


II CORINTHIANS ; 125 


duty of almsgiving, and tries to spur them to liberality by 
pointing to the example of the Macedonians. 

C. But the submission of the majority of the Corinthians 
did not mean that he had no opponents left. And to these 
he turns in the remainder of the letter (x-xiii). He re- 
asserts his authority, and utters stern rebukes and warn- 
ings, sharpening the edge of them with touches of mordant 
irony. 

The Sorrowful Letter. Many have thought that this is 
not wholly lost, but is partly preserved in Section C (x. 1- 
Xill. Io), so that 2 Corinthians consisted originally of only 
Sections A and B, with the conclusion (xiii. 11-13). But 
the present writer is inclined to the opposite view, that the 
sorrowful letter is lost to us, and that the epistle as we 
have it / is a unity. 

The principal arguments for the former view? are as 
follows, the corresponding arguments for the latter view 
being given in each case. 

1. In chs. i-1x the apostle’s language expresses relief 
that the trouble is over, and he writes in a friendly tone of 
satisfaction ; but chs. x—xili are written in remonstrance, 
anger, satire, and self-defence. The difference, however, 
cannot be so sharply defined. In the former part he shows 
that there was a minority in serious opposition to his 
authority and teaching. They charged him with fickleness 
(i. 17-22). They are evidently included in ‘the many who 
insincerely made profit out of the word of God’ (ii. 17) ; 
some still handled the word of God deceitfully, their own 
hearts being in obscurity ; and they preached themselves, 
not Christ Jesus as Lord (iv. 2-5). They gloried in appear- 
ance not in heart (v. 12), and scoffed at St. Paul as being 


1 Apart from the fragment vi. 14-Vil. 1. 

2 This view is best stated by J. H. Kennedy (sometime Rector of 
Stillorgan, co. Dublin), The Second and Third Epistles of St. Paul to the 
Corinthians. 
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‘beside himself’ (v. 13). These and other passages show 
that while he was pleased with the majority, the minority 
still gave great trouble; and the rebuke and satire of 
chs. x—xiii are not absent from chs. i-ix. 

2. If chs. x—xiii were the sorrowful letter, written before 
the happier letter, chs. i-ix, an explanation is needed of the 
references to a coming visit in xii. 14-xill. 3: ‘this is the 
third time I am ready to come to you’; ‘I fear lest when 
I come to you I shall not find you such as I wish’; ‘lest 
when I come again God may humble me before you’ ; 
‘this is the third time I am coming to you’; ‘as I said 
before when I was present with you the second time’ ; ‘if 
I come again I will not spare’. The words are explained 
to mean, ‘I may be obliged to come to you if this sorrow- 
ful letter and the exhortations of Titus prove unsuccessful ’. 
But if the epistle is a unity the words can be understood in 
their natural sense. St. Paul was about to come to Corinth 
from Macedonia. 

3. It has been ingeniously suggested that three passages 
in chs. x-xili point forward to the possibility of this visit, 
while three passages written later, in chs. 1-ix, point 
backward to the fact that he had not been obliged to 
pay it. 

‘Being in readiness to ‘For to this end also did 


avenge all disobedience when I write that I might know the 
your obedience shall be ful- proof of you, whether ye are 


filled.’—2 Cor. x. 6. obedient in all things.’—2 Cor. 
ll. 9. 

“If I come again I will not ‘To spare you I came no 

spare.’—2 Cor. xiii. 2. more to Corinth.’—2 Cor. i. 23. 

‘For this cause I write these ‘And I wrote this same thing 


things from a distance, that that when I came I might not 
I may not when I come deal have sorrow.’—2 Cor. ii. 3. 
sharply.’—2 Cor, xiii. ro. 
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But the two sets of passages do not necessarily refer to 
the same visit. Those in the second column look back to 
_ the fact that the apostle substituted the sorrowful letter for 
_ a visit from which he shrank. Those in the first look for- 
ward to the visit which he did in fact pay, according to 
Acts xx. 2, 3, when he went from Macedonia into Greece. 
His disciplinary measures upon the minority would be 
_ much easier to enforce, now that he had the support of the 
- majority. 

4. The following passage (xii. 17, 18) occurs, ex hypothesi, 
in the sorrowful letter that was taken by Titus: ‘ Did I 
take advantage of you by any one of them whom I have 
sent unto you [sc. in the past]? I asked Titus [to go], and 
I sent the brother with him. Did Titus take any advantage 
of you? Walked we not by the same spirit, in the same 
steps?’ Since these words cannot refer to the conduct of 
Titus on the occasion on which he took the letter, the 
sentence ‘I asked Titus, &c.’ causes great difficulty. ‘I 
asked’ and ‘I sent’ are explained as epistolary aorists, i.e. 
‘T am asking Titus to go with this letter, and I am sending 
the brother with him’. But it is impossible to see any 
reason for St. Paul’s insertion of this parenthetical remark 
about the sending of Titus. Lake’s paraphrase,! ‘ Titus, 
who is now coming to you, has never made any profit’, 
only serves to show how difficult the parenthesis is which 
needs to be so blurred. Whether rapexddeca is to be ren- 
dered ‘exhorted’ (R.V.) or simply ‘asked’, ‘desired’ 
(A. V.), it must refer to the same time as the following 
clause ; and the only natural explanation is that the apostle 
is referring to the conduct of Titus when he went, at his 
desire, with the sorrowful letter. 

5. ‘Are we beginning again to commend ourselves?’ 

(iii. 1). ‘We do not again commend ourselves to you’ 


1 The Earlier Epistles of St. Paul, p. 166. 
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(v. 12). These are thought to be references to his energetic 
self-commendation in the sorrowful letter, i.e. chs. x—xiil. 
But the reference is really to some of his opponents who 
armed themselves with commendatory letters, whom he 
attacks in doth parts of the epistle (ili. 1; x. 12, 18). ili. 2 
explains his meaning: He ought to require no commenda- 
tion other than the work that he had done among them; 
they were themselves his letter of recommendation. 

For the theory that chs. x-xiii are the sorrowful letter it 
is unfortunate that the occasion which called it forth, the 
wrongdoing of an individual offender, and the attitude 
that St. Paul desired the Corinthians to take towards him 
(see ii. 5-10), are not so much as mentioned in the chapters. 
And the supporters of the theory are obliged to suppose 
that chs. x-xiii are only a fragment, the portion dealing 
with the offender having been lost or suppressed. But 
this, of course, is not impossible. The portion which was 
not lost or suppressed may have been added to the Pauline 
corpus when all the available fragments from his pen were 
collected. 

Finally a consideration may be added on which different 
readers will feel differently. To the present writer it seems 
that the indignation, satire, and vehement self-defence of 
chs. x-xili hardly correspond with the apostle’s description 
of his sorrowful letter : ‘Out of much affliction and anguish 
of heart I wrote unto you with many tears; not that ye 
should be made sorry, but that ye might know the love 
which I have more abundantly unto you’ (ii. 4). The 
words suggest something more of yearning appeal than 
anything which we possess. 

It is probable that both theories will continue to find 


supporters ; and it may be that final agreement will never 
be reached. 
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§ 5. Galatians 


Destination. This has been the subject of much dispute. 
In the course of his first missionary tour St. Paul with 
Barnabas visited Pisidian Antioch, Iconium, Lystra, and 
Derbe (Acts xili. 14, 51; xiv. 6, 20), which lay in the Roman 
province of Galatia. In this narrative, however, the name 


_ of the province is not mentioned. In the second tour he 
traversed, with Silas, the same route in the converse direc- . 


tion, revisiting Derbe and Lystra (xvi. 1). It is then added 
that as they passed through the cities they delivered to 
them the decrees of the Council, and that ‘panel’ of the 
history (see p. 80) is closed with the usual summary (v. 5). 
The next panel contains their arrival in Europe via Troas, 
the beginning of the journey thither being described in 
v.6: ‘And they passed through rijv Bpvyfav cai Tadarixiy 
xépay having been forbidden by the Holy Spirit to speak 
the word in Asia.’ The one article 74, according to the 
most probable interpretation, makes ®puyiay to be an adjec- 
tive as well as Tadarixyv, both qualifying yépav.1 There 
is thus produced the compound term ‘the Phrygian-and- 
Galatic regions, i.e. Galatic Phrygia. This distinguishes 
it from the larger portion of Phrygia which lay in the 
province of Asia—Asian Phrygia—and also from Galatic 
Lycaonia through which St. Paul had just passed.? The 
question arises whether the Galatia to which St. Paul 
wrote was this southern portion of the Roman province, 
Galatic Phrygia and Galatic Lycaonia, as an increasing 

1 Moffatt (Inir. Lit. N.T., p. 93) adduces to the contrary dvehOav rhy 
MaxeSoviay kat ’Ayxaiav (xix. 21), and kara ry Kedcxiav kai Wappvdliay (xxvii. 
5). But the absence of ypay prevents them from being true parallels. 
A nearer one is ris "Irovpaias kal Tpayeviridos xopas (Lk. iii. 1). How is 
it that Tad. yépay without the article can be used as equivalent to 
a proper name in Acts xvi. 6 and yet needs the article in xviii. 23? 


2 Ramsay, Sé. Paul the Traveller, pp. 104, 210, and Hastings’ D.B. 
art. ‘ Galatia’. 8 See the present writer’s S¢. Paul, p. 37. 
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number of scholars now think, or whether it was the 
northern portion of it stretching up beyond Phrygia to 
Bithynia and Pontus, with Pessinus, Ancyra, and Tavium 
among its principal towns, once the kingdom of the 
Galatae from which the Roman province took its name. 
Whether the name is more naturally used by St. Luke, 
and by St. Paul a Roman citizen, of the Roman province or 
in the popular sense of the northern district is hotly dis- 
puted by the supporters of the South and the North Gala- 
tian theories respectively. Ramsay and others, who hold 
the southern theory, have caused unnecessary difficulty 
by interpreting v. 6 as a resumé of the movements con- 
cluded by v.5. But St. Luke’s ‘panel’ system makes this 
very improbable; and the grammar of xwduv@évres is ex- 
tremely awkward, unless it can be taken to mean that they 
made the journey with the prohibition already laid upon 
them from the start. But this:is obviously not what St. 
Luke means. Nor is there the least warrant for accepting 
the late reading dred Odvres to the neglect of all the best 
manuscripts. St. Luke’s quite intelligible narrative is in 
no way opposed to the southern theory. After visiting 
Derbe and Lystra in Galatic Lycaonia St. Paul and his 
party might have moved westward, straight into Asia. 
But receiving a divine intimation that they were not to do 
so, they moved north-west into Galatic Phrygia, where they 
no doubt revisited Iconium and Pisidian Antioch. Travel- 
ling on northwards they could not preach in Mysia, since 
that was in Asia, so they went xara tiv Muoiar, i.e. 
‘along the [eastern] length of Mysia’, ‘up as far as the 
northern border of Mysia’, till, forbidden to enter 
Bithynia, they turned westward, avoiding Mysia all the 
time, and reached Troas. As we do not know the exact 
point where they turned westward, we do not know 
whether any part of this route lay through the western 
edge of North Galatia or not. It is, of course, possible. 
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_ And thus Moffatt, tollowing P. W. Schmiedel ! and others, 
_ feeling the great difficulty of Lightfoot’s view that St. Paul 
_ carried his mission throughout all parts of North Galatia, 
places the converts to which St. Paul wrote in a few towns 
in the west of the district, such as Pessinus and Germa. 

In xviii. 23 St. Luke again refers to Galatia. St. Paul, 
starting from Syrian Antioch is spoken of as ‘passing 
successively through the Galatian region and Phrygia, 
Strengthening all the disciples.’; and ‘having passed 
through the upper parts came to Ephesus’ (xix. 1). That 
is to say he revisited his converts along a route from 
Antioch to Ephesus. This does not suggest a journey 
deliberately undertaken across country to the North Gala- 
tian towns and then south-west through Asian Phrygia to 
Ephesus. Moffatt’s paraphrase, ‘he went off on a tour 
_ through’, suggests a more extended area than eé7\dev 
dtepydpmevos xabegHs. St. Luke’s geographical expression 
is less explicit than in xvi. 6. He was obliged to alter it, 
because St. Paul passed through not only districts in the 
province of Galatia but also parts of Asian Phrygia to reach 
Ephesus. 

Apart from these geographical terms, there are other 
considerations which point to South Galatia. (a) Even if 
the Acfs implies a journey along the western border of 
North Galatia, it contains no trace of any mission work 
there. St. Luke, of course, omits many of St. Paul’s 
activities, but he does take the trouble to relate in some 
detail his work in the south of the province. And it would 
be surprising if the apostle wrote to converts in the north 
of whom the Acs relates nothing, and made not the 
slightest reference in his epistles * to his work and suffer- 


1 [Sometime Professor of Theology at Ziirich.] Encyclopaedia 
Biblica, 1606, 7. 
2 With the exception of 2 Tim. iii. 11, the Pauline authorship of 
which is doubtful. 
K2 
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ings nearer home in the region of Antioch, Iconium, 
Lystra, and Derbe, which figure prominently in St. Luke’s 
parrative. (b) In Gal. ii. 1, 9, 13 Barnabas is named as | 
though known to the Galatians ; and the Acs contains no 
suggestion as to how his name could have meant anything 
to Galatians in the north. He is named, indeed, in 1 Cor. 
ix. 6 also, and we have no evidence that he ever visited 
Corinth. But in Gal. ii. 13 the words ‘even Barnabas was 
carried away with them in their dissimulation’ imply that 
the readers knew him personally well enough to under- 
stand that it was surprising that he should be carried 
away. (c) Ini Cor. xvi. 1-4 St. Paul speaks of directions 
which he gave to ‘the Churches of Galatia’ regarding the 
collection for the poor in Jerusalem. Each Church was to 
appoint its own representatives to take it; and if St. Paul 
went himself, they could accompany him. He did go him- 
self ; and in Acts xx. 4 the names are given of representa- 
tives who accompanied him. Two are South Galatians, 
Gaius and Timothy from Derbe and Lystra, and no North 
Galatians are mentioned. That they intended to go with 
him to Jerusalem seems obvious. For what other purpose 
woulda Beroean, two Thessalonians, two South Galatians, 
and two Asians gather to his side when he was just about 
to sail for Syria? Indeed it is not impossible that the know- 
ledge that the party were carrying money was one of the 
reasons for the plot hatched by the Jews which caused the 
change of route. Schmiedel! objects that ‘it would have 
been quite irrational to convey monies from South Galatia 
to Jerusalem by way of Macedonia, and run all the risks 
(2 Cor. xi. 26) of such a journey’. But they had had no 
such intention. If they crossed from Ephesus to Corinth 
to get a boat which would take them all the way to Syria 
by sea, that was at least as safe as any other route they 
couldhave taken. But when St. Paul was forced to go via 
1 Encyel. Biblica, 1612. 
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Macedonia, they would not leave him in the lurch. St. 
Paul stated at this very time to the Romans (xv. 25) that 
his object in going to Jerusalem was to take the money, 
and in his speech before Felix he is reported to have said 
the same (Acts xxiv. 17). 

The North Galatian theory in one form was upheld by 
Lightfoot (Galatians, p. 18 ff.), and in another less improb- 
able form is vigorously defended by Moffatt (of. cit. go-101), 
who gives many names on either side and exercises much 
ingenuity in controverting South Galatian arguments. 
The final settlement of the problem is still in the future; 
but the trend of opinion in recent years has been setting 
towards South Galatia. 

Date and Place of Writing. Numerous dates have been 
assigned, some of them possible only on the South Gala- 
tian theory. Several writers date it after St. Paul’s first 
tour, before he went with Barnabas to Jerusalem for the 
Council as related in Acts xv. 2, 3. This makes it the 
earliest of his epistles that we possess. It has the advantage 
of explaining some of the knotty difficulties (see p. 106) 
raised by a comparison of St. Paul’s account of a visit to 
Jerusalem (Gal. ii. 1-10) with the accounts in the Acts of 
two visits, one to take help in the famine (xi. 30), the other 
for the Council (xv. 1-29.) That St. Paul does not men- 
tion the Council or its decrees would be explained if the 
epistle was written before it took place. Some think that 
he wrote it from Antioch before he started, others ex route 
for Jerusalem ; in the latter case ‘all the brethren who are 
with me’ (Gal. i. 2) are his travelling companions. This 
date 1s not necessarily forbidden by the words ‘ Ye know 
that on account of infirmity of the flesh I evangelized you 
7d mporepov’ (iv. 13). In classical Greek this would mean 
‘the former of two times’, and would imply that St. Paul 
had preached to the Galatians twice before he wrote to 
them. ‘This’, says Moffatt, ‘must be maintained resolutely 
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against all attempts, especially in the interests of a theory, 
to make 7d mpérepov = wédar or jampridem. But in the 
interests of accuracy it must be noted that in Hellenistic 
Greek it could have that meaning, ‘formerly’, ‘originally’, 
‘in the past’, and clearly has in Jo. vi. 62; ix. 8; 1 Tim. 1.13; 
it is like rpérepov without the article in 2 Cor. 1.15; Heb. 
iv. 6; and nowhere else in the New Testament does it 
bear the classical meaning here claimed for it. If it does 
not refer to two visits, it does not forbid the view that St. 
Paul is referring to his work in South Galatia during his 
first tour, and has, in fact, no bearing on the date. 

If we date the epistle before the second tour we have to 
face the fact that in the course of that tour St. Paul circum- 
cized Timothy. On the theory of a date after the tour it 
may have been that action which led to the charges lying 
behind Gal.i. 10; v.11. But to do it after writing Gal. v.2 
was a defiance of logical consistency for practical purposes 
which cannot be pronounced impossible for St. Paul. 

The strict force of 7d mpérepoy is maintained by some 
upholders both of the South and the North Galatian 
theory. For the former, the two visits to Galatia are those 
of the first tour (Acts xiii, xiv) and the beginning of the 
second (xvi. 1-6). But the places and dates assigned to it 
between the latter and the next visit (xviii. 23) are various. 
Macedonia, Athens, and Corinth have all been suggested, 
the last having the strong support of Zahn, Bacon, and 
J. Weiss. Volkmar and Renan bring it later still, to 
Antioch before the third tour. 

But many supporters of both theories agree, indepen- 
dently of 7d rpérepov, in choosing dates in the course ofthe 
third tour, mainly on the ground that the style and thoughts 
of the epistle stand in close affinity with those of z, 2 Corin- 
thians and Romans. Two alternatives have some proba- 
bility : (a) during the stay at Ephesus (xix. 1, 8-10), or (8) 
during the journey thence via Macedonia to Corinth, or at 
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Corinth itself (xx. 1-3). (a) Lightfoot! rightly argues that 
the period of the stay at Ephesus cannot be deduced from 
the expression in Gal. i. 6, ‘I marvel that ye are ofras rayéos 
changing from Him that called you, unto another Gospel’, 
as though it could mean ‘so soon after I left you’. They 
had received the true Gospel on his first visit some time 
before, and had now ‘rashly ’, ‘ precipitately’, abandoned 
it owing to Judaistic pressure. If Ephesus was the place,? 
it was probably written just before he left. In iv. 20 he 
says, ‘I wish I could be present with you now’. Both 
North and South Galatia were accessible from Ephesus. 
We do not know enough of the events there to know 
whether he could have paid them a flying visit as he did 
to Corinth (p. 120), but he was either leaving the city 


‘immediately, or had already left it, for some urgent cause. 


(5) The epistle is placed at some moment between his 
resolve to go to Macedonia to get news of the Corinthians 
from Titus and the writing of Romans at Corinth. Onthe 
ground of language and thought, Lightfoot places it 
between 2 Corinthians and Romans, but the criterion must 
not be applied too rigidly ; z, 2 Corinthians are both written 
to meet particular pressing needs, and might both have 
stood between two epistles chiefly dealing with the Jewish 
controversy. If Romans was originally written in its pre- 
sent form, our epistle is perhaps most easily understood 
if it is placed at some moment between the writing of the 
sorrowful letter to Corinth and the meeting with Titus in 
Macedonia, i. e. immediately before (or, of course, it may 
have been immediately after) 2 Corinthians. But if the 
original Romans was a shorter, general epistle (see p. 144 f.), 


1 Galatians, p. 41 . 

2 As stated in the Latin prologue to the Epistle. See Harnack 
(Zeitschr.n.T. Wiss., 1925, pp. 204-18), who is the latest defender of the 
widely accepted view that the prologues to the Pauline Epistles which 
are preserved in some Vulgate MSS. are Marcionite in origin. 
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then the argument from style is equally valid if that shorter 
form and Galatians were both written before the Council. 

Causes of Writing. The Galatians, whether northern or 
southern, were mostly Gentiles. At the Council he had 
won his victory over the Judaizers who had tried to 
persuade the Gentile Christians in Antioch that their 
salvation was impossible unless they became members of 
the Jewish Church by circumcision. But opponents went 
further afield. At some time shortly before he wrote the 
epistle he must have heard that they had visited Galatia 
and tried to pervert his converts. He wanted to go to 
them himself, but being unable to do that (iv. 20) he wrote 
in sorrow and indignation with an intense longing to keep 
them true to the principles of his universal Gospel. The 
Judaizers appear to have used two arguments: Firstly, 
they tried to undermine his influence and authority by 
telling the Galatians that St. Paul was an unauthorized 
upstart, whose position in the Church was greatly inferior 
to that of the original apostles who had lived with our 
Lord; and that his teaching of freedom from Jewish 
ordinances was his way of making his religion of salvation 
easier and more acceptable; he tried to ‘please men’ 
(i. 10). Secondly, they told them, as they had told the 
Christians at Antioch, that to become Christians they must 
first be joined to Judaism by circumcision. They had used 
the arts of flattery and fair speech (iv. 17), and had so ‘ be- 
witched ’ them (iii. 1) that some of them had actually begun 
to observe Jewish festivals (iv. 9 f.), and some wanted to be 
‘under the Law’ altogether (iv. 21). 

Contents. St. Paul shapes his epistle to meet these two 
lines of attack. (a) The attempt to undermine his authority 
he deals with ini.-ii. 14, explaining that the original apostles 
were in no way superior to him in authority or spiritual 
knowledge, for he had received his Gospel direct from 
Christ Himself. The apostles did not teach it to him, and 
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when they heard his account of what he preached they 
added nothing to it. To prove this he enumerates the 
occasions on which he was in contact with them up to 
the time when they formally recognized his apostleship 
to the Gentiles. And at the end of the epistle (vi. 11-17) 
he attacks the Judaistic oppositionagain. (6) He tries with 
all his might to draw back the readers from the peril into 
which they had allowed themselves to be led. This he 
does in three ways: (1) By controversial argument. He 
explains the nature of the Law as shown in the Law itself, 
and its purpose in the divine economy in relation to the 
promise made to Abraham (ii. 15-iv. 7). Again he explains 
its inferiority to the Christian dispensation as shown in 
a figure by a narrative in the Law itself—the story of 
Hagar the slave and Sarah the free woman and their sons 
(iv. 21-31). (2) By teaching as to the real meaning of life 
in the Spirit and of the freedom which it involves (v. 13-Vi. 
10). (3) These are interspersed by impassioned personal 
appeals (iv. 8-20; v. I-12). 


§ 6. Romans 


Contents. This epistle and Galatians are the chief sources 
of a peculiar and distinctive contribution made by St. Paul 
to Christian thought, in that they represent his fight with 
Judaism. Romans, no more than Galatians, is a general 
doctrinal treatise. Its first object was to frame ‘a compre- 
hensive afologia for the principle of a universal religion as 
set over against Jewish nationalism’. Since he is writing 
to a Church of which the members are not intimately 
known to him, the epistle does not vibrate with the passion 
of personal appeal which marks Galatians ; but it is not the 
less alive. The argument is framed on the lines of a dis- 
putation with opponents, questions being rhetorically asked 
in order to be answered. It was impossible for St. Paul to 
put pen to paper on any subject without revealing himself. 


138 THE EPISPLES “OF<ST-PAUL 


A Jew, and an ardent lover of his nation, he set himself the 
task of explaining why the Jewish religion was no longer 
the religion, but was superseded by one that was not 
national but universal. Two main problems presented 
themselves: 1. Seeing that Israel were the chosen race, 
and their religion was /#e religion, wherein did their failure 
consist? This forms the basis of i. 16-viii. 39. They failed 
because their system was éssentially inadequate to the 
achievement of the end desired, i.e. the acquiring of 
‘righteousness’. Therefore God has now provided a new 
system which is completely successful in the case of all— 
Jew and Gentile alike—who adopt it and throw themselves 
into it. 2. The second problem is wrestled with in chs. ix— 
xi. Seeing that God chose Israel and made promises to 
them, how could He reject them without unfaithfulness 
and injustice? The following headings of this doctrinal 
portion of the epistle are taken from the writer’s manual 
St. Paul, pp. 19t f.: 


A. i. 16-v. 21. Justification. 
1-16, 37. —“Thesis. 
. 18-iii, 20. Universal failure of Gentile and Jew to attain to 
Righteousness. 


me 


(a) i. 18-ii, 29. Statement of their failure. 
(0) iii. r-8. Three objections answered. 
(c) iii. g-20. The failure proved from Scripture. 


ili, 21-31. The New System of attaining to Righteousness is 
explained. 

iv. 1-25. The New System corroborated by the case of 
Abraham. 

v. 1-21. The glorious effects of the New System. 


(a) vv. 1-4. The effects enumerated. 

(6) vv. 5-11. The consideration of God’s love gives con- 
fidence of final salvation. 

(c) vv. 12-21. Adam and Christ. vv. 12-17. Their simi- 
larities and difference. vv. 18-21. Summary. 
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B. vii-viii. Sanctification. 
vi, vii. Four objections answered. 
(a) vi. 1-14. If more sin on man’s part means more 
grace on God’s, why not go on sinning ? 

(d) vi. 15-vii. 6. If we are released from Law, are we not 
free to sin if we like ? 

(c) vii. 7-12. If release from Law means release from sin, 
are not Law and sin identical ? 

(d) vii. 13-25. Did the good Law, then, cause death? 


viii. The working out ofthe Christian’s salvation by the indwell- 
ing of the Spirit. 


C. ix.-xi. The Rejection of Israel. 
ix. 1-5. Introduction. 
ix.6-29. The Justice of the Rejection. 
(a) vv. 6-13. It is not inconsistent with God’s promises. 
(6) vv. 14-29. It is not inconsistent with God’s justice. 
ix. 30-x. 13. Causes of the Rejection. 
xX. 14-21. The Jews had no excuse from want of warning. 
xl. Facts which lessen the difficulty. 


(a) vv. 1-10. The Rejection is not that of aff Israel. 
(b) vv. 11-24. The Rejection is not final. 
(c) vv. 25-36. God’s ultimate purpose is mercy to all. 


After working out his thesis the apostle adds practical ex- 
hortations based upon it, i.e. the right attitude of Christians 
towards God (xii. 1, 2), towards the Body of which they are 
members (xii. 3-21), towards the civil rulers (xiii. 1-7), and 
towards men in general by love (xiii. 8-10), all this being 
enforced by a reminder of the nearness of the Last Day (xii. 
11-14). The exhortation ends with a warning against the 
misuse of the Christian ‘liberty’ which his universal Gospel 
involves (xiv. 1-xv. 7). Finally the duty of Jews and 
Gentiles to ‘receive another’, &c., both in the matter of 
foods and in other respects, is enforced by reminding the 
Gentiles on the one hand that their salvation was wrought 
to fulfil promises made to Israel, and the Jews on the other 
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that the promises made to Israel did in fact include the 
saving of the Gentiles (xv. 8, 9a), four Old Testament 
passages being adduced as instances (xv. 9 b-12). A closing 
prayer (xv. 13) forms a suitable ending to the main body of 
the letter. An epistolary conclusion follows in which 
St. Paul refers to his work in the past (xv. 14-21), and his 
proposed movements in the future (xv. 22-32), ending with 
a final prayer (xv. 33). 

After this a new beginning in ch. xvi is unexpected (see 
below): Commendation of Phoebe (vv. 1, 2). Salutations 
to individuals and to groups of Christians (vv. 3-16). 
A doctrinal warning (vv. 17-20). Names of Corinthian 
Christians who send greetings (vv. 21-23). Doxology 
(vv. 25-27). 

Destination and Place of writing. The epistle as it stands 
indicates these clearly enough. The apostle greets ‘all 
those who are in Rome beloved of God, called as saints’ 
(i. 7); and he speaks of his eagerness ‘to preach the 
Gospel to you also who are at Rome’ (v. 15), which he had 
frequently purposed to visit, but had hitherto been pre- 
vented (v. 13). He had been prevented many times from 
coming to them, though he had longed for years to do so 
(xv. 22f). He wanted to stay with them for a passing 
visit on his way to Spain (v. 24). At the present moment 
he was about to start for Jerusalem, carrying the alms 
contributed by the churches in Macedonia and Achaia 
(vu. 25 f.), but as soon as he had accomplished that he would 
come to them em route for Spain (v. 29). 

This fixes the place of writing of chs. i-xv as either 
Corinth during the visit of Acts xx, just before he started 
for Jerusalem, or some point on the journey to Jerusalem. 
In ch. xvi, of those who send greetings Gaius (v. 23) was the 
name of one whom St. Paul had baptized at Corinth (1 Cor. 
i. 14), Erastus (v. 23) was that of one who ‘stayed on at 
Corinth’ (2 Tim. iv. 20), and Timothy and Sosipater 
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(Sopater) (v. 21) were among the apostle’s companions 
when he departed from Corinth (Acts xx. 4). Ch. xvi, 
therefore, was probably written from Corinth. 

Integrity. But the destination of the epistle involves the 
question of its integrity. There are indications which 
strongly suggest that ch. xvi was not originally part of the 
epistle, but was a separate letter, or portion of a letter. If 
So, it was probably a short personal communication, a brief 
émiaToA) cvoratixy, to commend Phoebe, but written to 
Ephesus notto Rome. The reasons for this, the cumulative 
effect of which is strong,! are as follows: 

(1) The numerous salutations suggest that St. Paul 
knew personally a large number of Christians in the place 
to which he wrote. This is surprising at Rome which he 
had never visited before he wrote, but natural at Ephesus 
where he had worked for more than two years. And in 
the letters which he afterwards wrote from Rome not one 
of those who are saluted in ch. xvi are mentioned. 

(2) A salutation is sent to Prisca and Aquila (v.3). They 
had gone with the apostle from Corinth to Ephesus (Acts 
xvili. 18), where they had stayed (v. 19) not only till Apollos 
went thither (v. 26) but till St. Paul returned for his two- 
year visit, during which he wrote zr Corinthians, in which 
he sent greeting from them ‘with the Church that is in 
their house’ (xvi. 19). But in Rom. xvi. 5 he greets them 
‘and the Church that is in their house’. This points 
strongly to the same church and house at Ephesus, for it 
is very improbable that in the short interval between the 
writing of z Corinthians and Romans—within two years, 
possibly within one—they had returned to Rome and made 
their house a Christian centre. 

(3) A salutation is sent to Epaenetus, ‘the firstfruits of 
Asia unto Christ’ (v. 5), i.e. the first convert in the 


? Though Harnack, Die Briefsammlung d. Apostels Paulus, p. 13 f., 
thinks it a ‘badly supported hypothesis’. 
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province of Asia. This description of him would be suit- 
able if he were then in Ephesus, but would have little 
point if he were in Rome. 

(4) The commendation of Phoebe to a church whose 
members the apostle knew, and with whom his words 
would have their full weight, would be more natural than 
to a church which he had never visited. 

(5) The antinomianism denounced in vv. 17, 18' seems to 
have been more hostile and pronounced than anything that 
is implied in the rest of the epistle, and would find con- 
genial soil in the Asian capital. 

(6) The words of xv. 33, ‘Now the God of peace be with 
you all. Amen’, have the appearance of being the con- 
clusion of a letter. 

It is quite likely that this commendatory letter has lost 
nothing but an epistolary formula at the opening and at 
the conclusion. But in its present form it ends with 
a rhetorical Doxology, which would be quite out of place 
in such a letter, and the style and language of which differ 
from those of the rest of Romans, approximating rather to 
those of Epheszans and the Pastoral Epistles. And the 
expression, ‘the mystery which hath been kept 7 szlence 
through times eternal, but now is manifested, &c.’, is 
not in keeping with St. Paul’s usual thought that the 
mystery was proclaimed in the Old Testament but not 
understood (cf. Col. i. 26) till it found its explanation in 
Christianity. 

If the Doxology was not from St. Paul’s pen the question 
arises why it was added. Some have thought that it may 
have been the work of Marcion, or of a Marcionite after 
him. Lake holds that since Romans stands last of the 


‘ These verses bear a striking similarity to Phil. iii. 17-19, a passage 
occurring in a.section which seems, like the present one, to be a frag- 
ment of another letter (see p. 167 f.), perhaps addressed to a Church 
in Asia. 
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epistles to churches (distinguished in the Muratorian 
Canon from epistles to persons) in the Bible of Tertullian 
as well as in the Muratorian Canon and in Origen’s Bible, 
and since doxologies generally come at the end of books, 
and this doxology belongs to the shorter recension of the 
epistle (See below), it is probable that it was added in some 
collection in which the epistle, in its short form, came last. 
The manuscript evidence with regard to the last two 
chapters is complicated. Some of the best manuscripts 
have the doxology at the end of the epistle. In a few it 
stands there, and also at the end of ch. xiv; some have it 
only at the end of ch. xiv; others,! again, omit it altogether. 
Further, some Vulgate manuscripts seem to show clear 
traces of an Old Latin system of fifty-one dreves, or chapter- 
divisions for the epistle, of which the fiftieth begins at xiv. 
15, and the fifty-first corresponds with the Doxology. And 
Origen (according to the Latin translation by Rufinus) states 
that the heretic Marcion removed (ads/ulit) the Doxology, 
and dissecuit chs. xv, xvi; the latter may mean either the 
same as abstulit, or ‘separated off’, i.e. treated as not 
belonging to theepistle. It is not clear, therefore, whether 
Origen charges him with shortening the epistle or implies 
that he had received it in its already shortened form, and 
hence treated the last two chapters as unauthentic. It is 
noticeable also that Tertullian (adv. Marc. v. 14) makes 
no comment on Marcion’s treatment of anything in the 
epistle after xiv. 10, and refers to that verse as occurring 
‘in clausula’, i.e. at the close of the epistle. It is even 
more significant that Tertullian and also Irenaeus and 


1 G3 leaves a space large enough for it at xiv. 23, showing that the 
scribe had reason to think that that was the place where it should 
occur, but it was lacking in his manuscript. Corssen (Zetischr. n.T. 
Wiss. x, p. 5 f.) thinks that the manuscript from which D was copied 
also lacked it, since the colometric arrangement in D suddenly ceases 
at xvi. 23, and the Doxology is written stichometrically, which points 
to the use of a different manuscript. 
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Cyprian make no citations from chs. xv, xvi. Lastly, 
Origen,! ‘Ambrosiaster’, and G3 g omitted the words ‘in 
Rome’ ini. 7, and ‘who are in Rome’ in i. 15. 

There have been different explanations for this condition 
of things. The existence ofa shortened form of the epistle 
at some stage of its history is certain. Lightfoot * thought 
that St. Paul shortened it himself, delocalizing it for general 
use; Moffatt,’ that the Church shortened it for the same 
purpose ; Sanday-Headlam ‘ and Corssen,® that Marcion 
shortened it for doctrinal reasons. These views are sum- 
marized in the writer’s St Paul: his Life, Letters, and 
Christian Doctrine, pp. 185-8. A different solution was 
suggested by K. Lake,® and accepted by Burkitt,’ that the 
short form of the letter was the original, ‘Written by 
St. Paul at the same time as Galatians, in connexion with 
the question of Jewish and Gentile Christians, for the 
general instruction of mixed churches which he had not 
visited’, ‘Later on he sent a copy to Rome, with the 
addition of the other chapters to serve as we should say, 
as a covering letter.’ He explains xv. 1-13 as an addition 
‘continuing the thoughts of his original writing, probably 
because Aquila had told him that this would be desirable’. 
But no reason can be discerned why the general remarks 
of xv. I-13 (especially of vv. 1-7) should have been desirable 
after the particular injunctions on the same subject in 
ch. xiv. Burkitt, with more likelihood, thinks that the 
verses are a mere suture, leading on to the additional 
chapters that St. Paul was writing. But even so, the 
personal details in i. 8-15 need to be explained if they 
occurred in an epistle for general use. It is impossible 

* A codex at the Laura on Mt. Athos contains a text of the Epistle 
made from Origen’s commentary, 

® Biblical Essays, pp. 287 ff. ’ Introd, Lit. of N.T., p. 142, 

* Romans, p. xcviif. > Op. cit., pp. I, 97. 


° The Earlier Epistles of St. Paul, p. 362. 
" Christian Beginnings, p. 126. 
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that to each of the mixed churches that he had not visited, 
St. Paul wrote that he was always praying that he might 
do so, but had been prevented. The contents of those 
verses point to a particular church, and yet there is not the 
least evidence that they were absent when chs. xv, xvi 
were absent. If, on the other hand, St. Paul shortened 
the original epistle he would have omitted the personal 
matter that they contained together with those chapters. 
Any solution must take account of this personal matter, 
and no solution which does so satisfactorily has yet been 
found, because they were omitted in no MS. or Father as 
the name ‘ Rome’ in vv. 1, 15 was omitted. But it remains 
a very striking fact that the short form of the epistle seems 
to have been that known to Marcion and to Origen, 


C. Tuirp Group or EPISTLEs 


§ 7. Colossians 


Place of Writing. The epistle was clearly written from 
Rome, as is shown by its close connexion with Philemon 
(see p. 152). In both epistles Timotheus joins in the 
opening salutation; Epaphras, Marcus, Aristarchus, Demas, 
and Luke are mentioned (iv. 7-14, Philem. 23, 24), and 
Archippus is greeted (iv. 17, Philem. 2); and Onesimus 
accompanies both (iv. 9, Philem. 1o-12). Further, the 
words ‘the mystery of the Gospel on account of which 
I have also been put in bonds’ (iv. 3) and ‘ Remember my 
bonds’ (iv. 18) show that St. Paul was writing in imprison- 
ment, or in the custody that is related in Acts xxviii. 
There is no adequate reason for the conjecture accepted 
by several writers that he wrote it at Caesarea. Still less 
for the curious ab Epheso in the Latin prologue to the 
epistle (see p. 135, n. 2). 

Cause of Writing. It is probable that St. Paul had never 
been to Colossae (see ii. 1 with Lightfoot’s note). He had 
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reached Ephesus from the east on his third tour by ‘the 
higher parts’ (Acts xix. 1), and not by the main road through 
the valley of the Lycus, in which stood Colossae and 
Laodicea. He had sent others to preach to them, one of 
whom was a Gentile named Epaphras or Epaphroditus 
(not the Christian of that name who is mentioned in 
Phil. ii. 25, iv. 18). This seems to be indicated by the 
description of him in i. 7, ‘a faithful minister of Christ on 
our behalf’! But he thought of them as his own children 
in the faith, who needed a letter to guard them from 
a spiritual peril which threatened them. Epaphras had 
brought him a report of their condition. He had told him 
on the one hand, as St. Paul says, of ‘their faith in Christ 
Jesus, and the love which they had towards all the saints’ 
(i. 4), and of ‘their love in the Spirit’ (v. 8). They were 
still true to the Christianity to which they were converted. 
But, on the other, he told him that they, and the Laodiceans 
for whom also the letter was intended, were in danger of 
being led into false ideas, which made it necessary to put 
before them, probably with much greater intellectual power 
than Epaphras or any other teacher had possessed, the cen- 
tral and fundamental fact of Christ. In writing to Churches 
in Asia Minor he uses language and methods of argument 
such as we find in no other epistles. 

The Colossian Danger. The Colossian Christians were 
Gentiles, whom Jewish Christians were trying to seduce 
from pure Christianity. What they inculcated was not the 
plain Judaism which had been the chief trouble in Galatia 
a few years earlier. The danger now arose from a different 
quarter. Greek philosophical speculations were combining 
with a variety of oriental ideas to form a strange amalgam of 
mystical theosophy. Foreign religions, cults, and mysteries 
were being eagerly sought after by Western minds which 
had given up the ancient mythologies and longed for 

1 See Lightfoot, ad loc, 
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‘salvation’ in some form or other. Christianity in its own 
way offered salvation ; but false teachers had tried to 
persuade the Colossian Christians ‘not that Judaism with 
its circumcision and other ordinances was a necessary step 
towards Christianity, but that Christianity, as Epaphras 
had taught it when he evangelized Colossae, was only 
a preliminary step towards a deeper, vaster, and therefore 
humbler “ philosophy ”’ (ii. 8). 

Two chief aspects of their teaching are combated by 
St. Paul, arising from (1) astrology, and (2) philosophical 


dualism. 


1. Oriental thought on the whole was tied and bound by 
a belief in the powers exercised by the cosmic forces of 
nature, and especially the stars, over the destinies of men. 
These forces were personified as supernatural or angelic, 
i.e. demonic, beings. The Colossians were in danger of 
being persuaded that merely to believe in Christ was an 
immature form of religion: they ought to go farther and 
be perfected (cf. i. 28, ‘perfect in Christ’) by initiation into 
something greater. Since man was brought into relation- 
ship with the Pleroma of the Godhead by angelic emana- 
tions or powers, the worship of Christ was not so ‘ perfect’ 
as the worship of the angels with humility (i. 18), which 
St. Paul characterizes as ‘self-imposed worship (€0€d06pn- 
oxeia) and humility’ (v. 23). 

2. But these theosophical ideas were bound up with the 
errors of dualism. God, it was thought, can have no con- 
tact with, norcan He be held responsible for, matter. To 
reach the Pleroma of the Godhead through the medium- 
ship of the angels, man must free himself from the evil 
influences of matter. In particular he must purge himself 
from the malign effects of his material body. This involved 
a strict asceticism: ‘handle not, taste not, touch not’ (ii. 21); 
man must neglect his body (v. 23); to which St. Paul 
retorts that such neglect is of no value to remedy indul- 
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gence of the flesh.1_ While asceticism was one result of 
a dualistic philosophy, libertinism was another. If matter 
has no relation to God, the material body has no relation 
to religion; therefore man can indulge his body without 
restraint. But this deadly mistake is not referred to in the 
epistle (See p. 177, and note). What St. Paul had to meet 
was the danger that his readers would submit themselves 
to Jewish rules of ascetism, man-made ordinances, injunc- 
tions, and teachings (ii. 21, 22), which included circumcision 
(vv. 11-13), restrictions as regards foods and drinks (v. 16), 
and—probably combined with astrological ideas—the obser- 
vance of festivals, new moons, and Sabbaths (zb.). This was 
a recrudescence of the old Judaistic mistake in a far more 
perilous form. It was a return to ‘the tradition of men 
according to the elements (crocyeta) of the world and not 
according to Christ’ (v. 8). It was from these ‘elements’ 
that Christ died, and Christians with Him (v. 20). Ata 
later date these oriental ideas became greatly developed 
in contact with Christianity, and full-grown Gnosticism, 
claiming to be a higher, esoteric form of Christianity, 
became one of the most pressing dangers through which 
the Church ever passed. But there is little doubt that our 
epistle depicts it at an early stage in the form in which it 
was beginning to fascinate the Jewish mind in Asia. 

To meet the danger St. Paul was not content with con- 
tradicting the false ideas. He held up before the Colossians 

1 See Lightfoot, ad loc. 

? The ‘elements of the world’ are probably not merely ‘ elementary 
ideas’—though that thought is not absent—but the elemental forces of 
nature which would be included in the angelic or demonic personifica- 
tions which the Colossians were enticed to worship. Since angels, 
according to Jewish tradition, were instrumental in giving the Law at 
Sinai (cf, Gal. iii. 19), St. Paul thought of the Jews, in their obedience 
to Law, as ‘enslaved under the elements of the world’ (Gal. iv. 3). 
Christ by being ‘born under the Law’, and dying and rising again, 


burst free from them and so conquered them. Cf. Col. ii.15, referred 
to below, and 1 Cor. ii. 6, 8. 
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in all its fullness the fact of Christ—i. e. of Him who was 
not one Emanation among many, but ‘the Son of God’s 
love’ (i. 13); ‘the Image of the invisible God, the First- 
begotten of every creature’ (v. 15); in whom (so far from 
created matter being alien from God) all things were 
created, including ‘the invisible things, whether thrones or 
lordships or principalities or authorities’ (v. 16); the 
Agent and End of creation, prior to all things, and the 
centre of cohesion of all things (v. 17); the Head of 
the Body, the Church (cf. 11. 19), the Beginning,! First- 
begotten from the dead, in whom all the Pleroma dwells 
(cf. il. 9) (v. 18), through whom all things are reconciled 
to God. He reconciled them in the body of His flesh 
through the Cross (vv. 20, 22). He is ‘Christin you, the 
hope of glory’ (v. 27) ; the Mystery of God, even Christ, in 
whom are all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge hid’ 
(ii. 3), and not in any pagan mysteries or esoteric theo- 
sophies; the Head of every [angelic] principality and 
authority (v. 10); who on the Cross ‘stripped off’ the 
domination of these principalities and authorities, and 
made a show of them openly, triumphing over them in 
it’—i. e. by virtue of His death on it (v.15). Thus the fact 
of Christ is that He is the centre and the whole of the circle 
of all things that are. 

Contents. The epistle does not lend itself to exact 
analysis ; but it falls roughly into four parts. After the 
opening salutation, and a thanksgiving and prayer for the 
readers (i. 1-14), the apostle plunges 7 mediam rem. 

A. i. 15-20. Christ isthe true Mystery. He is presented 
to the readers in His relation to God (v. 15), to the Uni- 
verse (vv. 15 b-17), to the Church (v. 18), a three-fold 
relationship which was necessary for the fulfilment of 
God’s ultimate purpose of cosmic reconciliation to Him. 


1 On the fullness of the meaning which St. Paul gives to dpx7 see 
Burney, Journ. Theol. Stud., xxviii. 173-7. 
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B. i. 21-ii. 3. The Colossians, as Gentile converts, had 
a share in this reconciliation, having been taught—owing 
to St. Paul’s ministry and stewardship—the mystery of the 
indwelling Christ (i. 21-9). And he longs that they may 
be led to a full understanding of it (11. 1-3). 

C. ii. 4-iili. 4. Warnings against being led astray by the 
flattery and specious philosophy of false teachers. 

D. iii. 5-iv. 6. Exhortations to live the moral life that is 
involved in the participation in the mystery. Some personal 
matter and salutations conclude the epistle. 

Genuineness. There are critics who credit St. Paul 
with no ability to think on a plane other than that of 
1, 2 Corinthians, Galatians, and Romans. This excludes 
his authorship of z, 2 Thessalonians on the one hand, and 
Colossians and Ephesians on the other. But no genius can 
safely be judged in so rigid a manner. In style and 
vocabulary a difference is indeed noticeable. But since 
the readers and the subjects of which he treats are of 
very different types, this is not unnatural. The style is 
smoother, less rapid, and more diffuse, grander and more 
rhetorical, as befits his theme. On the other hand he uses 
throughout characteristic words and expressions which 
are found in his earlier epistles, while those which do not 
occur elsewhere can be mostly accounted for by the needs 
of his subject. The stress which he lays on such words as 
‘wisdom’, ‘perfect’, ‘knowledge’ (cf. 1 Cor.i.24-7; xiii. 2, 8), 
‘Pleroma’, ‘mystery’, is due to the language of the errorists 
themselves. The Christology, which is the main theme, is 
not essentially different from that in 1 Cor. i. vill. 6: ‘one 
Lord Jesus Christ through whom are all things and we 
through Him.’ And the doctrine that the death of Christ 
was a conquest over evil powers is found in 1 Cor. ii. 6, 8, 
where, however, it is only incidental, not, as here, central 
to his theme. There is nothing in the epistle which 
warrants any serious doubts as tothe authorship. Theories 
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of editorial interpolations or glosses, made in order to 
explain the combination of Pauline elements with those 
which are thought to be sub-Pauline, may be seen in 
Moffatt, Zntr. Lit. N.T., pp. 155-8. 

The Pauline authorship would, indeed, be impossible if 
the dangers against which the readers are warned were 
the fully developed Gnosticism of the second century. 
But evidence has been accumulating that the germs of 
that development, which came into being owing to the 
meeting of oriental and Jewish thought, were present in 
the area of the Dispersion some years before the time of 
St. Paul. It is idle to try to identify the errors attacked 
with any particular system—Ebionism, Mithraism, Gnostic 
Ebionism, and so on. Features of all of them were 
spreading gradually Westward, and St. Paul wished to 


supply a universal antidote. 


§ 8. Philemon 


Purpose and Content. Philemon, to whom the letter was 
addressed, was a Christian living, probably, at Colossae. 
This is shown by the fact that in writing to the Colossians 
St. Paul describes Onesimus, as he does Epaphras, as 
‘one of you’ (Col. iv. 9, 12), and states that he is sending 
him thither with Tychicus (vv. 7, 8). Onesimus, Philemon’s 
slave, had run away from him, found his way to Rome, 
and been converted by St. Paul, who now sends him back 
with an affectionate recommendation to his master, who 
had also been converted by the apostle (Philem. 19), to 
receive him no longer as a mere slave but as a Christian 
slave, a beloved brother (v. 16). A runaway slave was 
usually treated with such harshness that it was a somewhat 
delicate thing to ask a master to receive him ; and that is 
shown by the extremely tactful and tender way in which 
St. Paul pleads for him. 
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It is remarkable that in the collection of St. Paul’s 
epistles made by the early Church there should be included 
a short note to an individual! on a purely personal matter. 
But this brief note was rightly felt to be of lasting value, 
not only for the picture that it affords of the apostle him- 
self—his warm-hearted love for his slave convert, and his 
delicacy of touch in advancing his cause—but for the 
principle which he lays down, which in the long run was 
to undermine the massive fabric of slavery. To have given 
any specific injunctions against the practice would have 
been futile. It was accepted by all ancient races as part 
of the natural order of things; and to incite a few slaves 
to break loose would do nothing but harm. In 1 Cor. vii. 
20-4 his advice to Christian slaves is exactly the reverse. 
His principle was that Christianity places men in a status 
above the social distinctions of master and slave (v. 16; cf. 
1 Cor. xii.-13; Gal. ai, 28> Ephovi. 89; Col: itiar) a 
alike were ‘bought’ by Christ for His service (1 Cor. vu. 
22f.). And therefore, while he sends the slave back to his 
master, he does not suggest that Philemon should release 
him, but asks him to /ove him. The conversations which 
he had with Onesimus very likely suggested the passages 
on masters and slaves in Eph. vi. 5-9; Coll. iii. 22-iv. 1. 

Time and Place. The letter was written in captivity 
(vv. 9, 13), at the same time as Colossians (see p. 145), and 
clearly from Rome. It cannot have been the imprison- 
ment at Caesarea (Acts xxiil. 33), because he tells Philemon 
to prepare hima lodging, since he hoped soon to be allowed 
to visit him (v. 22). At Caesarea, where he appealed to 
Caesar and was waiting to be sent to Rome, he could have 
had no such hopes. And a runaway slave would be much 
more likely to escape to Rome than to Caesarea. 


* It was addressed, however, also, not only to two who were 
doubtless members of his family, but to ‘the Church in thy house’, 
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§ 9. Ephesians 


Contents. As in Colossians the rhetorical flow of language 
which is called forth by the sublimity of the theme makes 
exact analysis impossible. But the doctrinal portion i. 3- 
ill. 13, concluding with a prayer and doxology (iii. 14-21), is 
distinct from the hortatory portion (iv. 1-vi. 20), conclud- 
ing with personal references to himself and Tychicus, 
greetings and the Grace (vi. 21-4). 

A. Doctrine. i. 3-14: The purpose of God is the holiness, 
the sonship, the redemption of Christians; and Christ is 
the Medium in whom this is being accomplished, the ulti- 
mate aim being the summing up of all things in Him. An 
assurance to the readers of the apostle’s prayers for them 
that they may have wisdom to understand and know the 
great things of God (i. 15-19) introduces i. 20-3: The 
method of God. God (1) raised Christ from the dead, and 
(2) set Him at His right hand, gave Him victory over His 
enemies, and made Him Head over all things to the 
Church. i. 1-10: The purpose of this was that in Christ 
God might also (1) raise Christians from the death of sin, 
and (2) set them with Him in the heavenlies. ii. 11-22: 
The result of this plan was the unity of Jews and Gentiles 
in Christ. ii. 1-13: And this great mystery was entrusted 
to St. Paul, the apostle of the Gentiles, to proclaim. 

B. Exhortation. The moral exhortations are mainly con- 
cerned with the nature and the preservation of the unity 
which God intended. iv. 1-6: The readers are exhorted 
to live in unity. iv. 7-16: It is the unity of a living and 
growing Body, the members of which possess a wide 
diversity of gifts and functions, and which receives its vital 
force from Christ the Head. iv. 17-v. 21: As converted 
Gentiles they must put off all that constitutes the old Self, 
the ‘old man’, and put on all that constitutes the ‘new 
man’. v.22-vi.g: Particular injunctions towards the pre- 
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servation of unity are added for wives and husbands (v. 22- 
33), children and parents (vi. 1-4), slaves and masters 
(vi. 5-9). vi. 10-20: For such a life the whole armour of 
God is required (vi. 10-17), with prayer and intercession 
(vi. 18-20). 

Genuineness. A glance at the epistle is enough to show 
the very close connexion between it and Colossians. Moffatt? 
prints the parallels in full, which amount to large portions 
of both the epistles. And he says (p. 375) ‘ Those who hold 
that both were written by the same author either place 
them together in the second century or attribute them both 
to Paul. On the latter hypothesis he read over Colossians 
(or a copy of it) before writing Ephesians, or else composed 
the letter when his mind was still full of what he had just 
addressed to the Church of Colossé. The relationship in 
this event would resemble that of the Thessalonian letters, 
when 2 Thess. is accepted as genuine.’ That the epistle 
was written (or is represented as having been written) at 
the same time as Co/osstans is indicated in vi. 21, ‘Now 
that you also may know my affairs’, &c., an allusion to 
Col. iv. 7. But many who accept Colossians as the work of 
St. Paul doubt or deny the genuineness of Ephesians on 
account of its language and style, its affinities with other 
writings, and its doctrine. 

(a) Language. This undoubtedly shows marked differ- 
ences from that of the earlier epistles. But since the 
readers and subject-matter are different, this alone would 
be no more evidence of spuriousness than it is in the case 
of Colossians. Where the subject-matter is closely allied 
to that of Colossians the similarity of its language is very 
close, though some differences are noticeable. Differences 
are sufficiently accounted for by saying that St. Paul 
possessed enough literary power to express similar 
thoughts with a variety of expression. Moffatt? notes that 


1 Introd. Lit. N.T., pp. 375-81. 2 p. 385 f. 


PS 


EPHESIANS 155 


it contains thirty-eight words which are not used elsewhere 
in the New Testament literature, and forty-four which, 
while employed elsewhere in the New Testament, are 
neyer used by St. Paul. But figures like these can be 
balanced by others. The length of Colossians is to that of 
Ephesians about as eleven to sixteen. It contains thirty- 
eight words of the former type (a much larger proportion) 
and eighteen of the latter. To these must be added eleven 
which occur only in Col. and Eph. and would be hapax 
legomena in Col. if they were not imitated in Eph. : avOpard- 
peckos, amraddoTploicbat, admoxaradrAdooev, aténo.s, apy, 
bhbadpodovacia, mAjpopa (of God), pifotcOat, cuveyelpery, 
avy (worro.eiy, buvos, and seven which are found elsewhere in 
the New Testament but not in St. Paul’s epistles outside Col. 
and Eph.: diypa, Oeperiodc0a, Katotxeiv, Kpdtos, Kuptérys, 
avvderpos, 64. It is clear that hapax legomena and ‘non- 
Pauline’ words alone cannot settle the question. It is re- 
markable, further, how large a number of words in L/h. or 
[and] Col. have New Testament parallels only in z or 
2 Corinthians. And there are at least twenty-five thoroughly 
Pauline words and expressions in £h. (found in Fom., 
1, 2 Cor., Gal., Phil.) which do not occur in Col. Thus 
‘the linguistic data may be allowed to leave the problem of 
the authorship fairly open’ (Moffatt, p. 387). 

(b) Style. This must be used with caution as a criterion, 
since much depends on the reader’s individual feelings as 
to what is probable and improbable in a writer’s change of 
style. The epistle is nearer to being a poem in prose than 
any other of St. Paul’s writings. What was said above on 
the style of Col. is true of that of Zp. in an advanced degree. 
It is lyrical, diffuse, and elaborate. But while in Col. he 
had definite enemies in view, here he has none. And the 
question, which does not admit of a confident answer, is 
whether one who could pass from the style of the four 
Hauptbriefe to that of Co/. could not pass further to that of 
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Eph., the change being accounted for by his freedom from 
the pressure of controversy, and by the sublimity and cos- 
mic vastness of his subject. 

The theory that a Paulinist wrote the epistle in his 
master’s name cannot, of course, be ruled out as impossible. 
The bulk of the material in the Pastoral Epistles is prob- 
ably to be explained in that way (see p. 180 f.); and 2 Peter 
is certainly pseudonymous. But in the case of L/h. the 
problem has a psychological aspect. It is not easy to 
decide whether a follower of St. Paul, writing in his name, 
with his mind steeped in the language and thoughts of 
Colossians, and greatly influenced also by the other Pauline 
epistles, could or could not have risen to the height, and 
reached the wide expanse, attained in this epistle. It is 
this which places the problem on a different plane from 
that of any other imitation, or use of sources, in the New 
Testament. 

(c) Literary affinities. Affinities with other writers, in so 
far as they are not merely reflections of the common lan- 
guage of early Christianity, might arise from more than 
one cause. Either they are due to the direct influence of 
the epistle on the writers, or to the influence of the epistle 
on the fotum of Christian thought which they inherited, or 
the author of the epistle, together with the other writers, 
shared in a development of Christian thought and language 
which grew up spontaneously in the Church after St. Paul’s 
death. In other words, did the author of our epistle 
breathe with others an existing atmosphere, or did he help 
to create it? As far as language goes, the affinities which 
are pointed out do not, for the most part, amount to very 
much. 

Luke and Acts. Moffatt,! who notes some dozen words 
peculiar to Ephesians and St. Luke’s vocabulary, also gives 
the following parallels: men are the objects of the divine 

VoIntr Lit, NiT., p. 384. 
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evdoxia (Lk. ii. 14; Eph. i. 5), and the Ascension is empha- 
sized (Lk. xxiv. 51; Eph. i. 20; iv. 8, 10); he compares 
Lk. xii. 47, ‘that slave which knew his lord’s will and pre- 
pared not nor did according to his will’, with Eph. v. 17; 
vi. 6; Lk. xii. 35, ‘Let your loins be girded’, with Eph. vi. 
14;’ and gives two parallels (ii. 5 ; v. 18) with the parable of 
the Prodigal Son, from which he notes that Resch ? draws 
a long series of parallels with Eph. ii. 1-19, a passage which 
may well be compared with the parable for purposes of 
devotional study, but which can hardly be imagined to have 
any literary connexion with it. 

All the similarities to our epistle that he suggests in the 
Acts are in St. Paul’s address at Miletus: the BovdAy of God 
(i. 11), the commission of the apostle (iii. 2, 7; iv. 11), the 
purchasing of the Church (i. 14), the ‘inheritance’ of 
Christians (i. 14), and the ‘shepherding’ of the Church 
(iv. 11). But St. Paul’s commission or d:axovia was a fact 
on which he laid frequent and vehement stress in earlier 
epistles; the inheritance of Christians is the subject of 
Rom. iv. 14; vil. 17; Gal. ili. 18, 29; 1v. 7; and the purchas- 
ing of the Church in £ph. and Acts respectively is probably 
derived from two different passages of the Old Testament.* 
Other passages to which he attaches significance are 
Acts xx. 21 ‘faith in (e/s) or Lord Jesus’ and Eph. i. 15, 
‘your faith in (év) the Lord Jesus’; xx. 19 and Eph. iv. 2, 
vi. 7, ‘humility’ and ‘serving God’ ; xx. 32, ‘to give you the 


1 But the thought is different. The former is a simile of household 
slaves, the latter of soldiers. 

2 Paulinismus, p. 373 ¢. 

$ The former (seperoinots) from Exod, xix. 5 (quoted in 1 Pet. il. 9 
with the same word, instead of the LXX mepiovoros) ; the latter (wepee- 
mouearo) from either Is. xliii, 21 (LXX, Aads pou by mepremouodpyy) or 
Ps. Ixxiv [Ixxiii]. 2 in some current translation of Old Testament /ogia 
(LXX ris cvvaywyis cov jis exrjow). With ‘ He purchased through His 
blood’ he also compares Eph. i. 7, ‘the redemption through His 
blood’. 
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inheritance among them that are sanctified ’, and Eph. i. 18, 
‘the wealth of the story of Hs inheritance 77 the saints’. 
The differences are at least as noticeable as the similarities. 
But parallels would be sufficiently accounted for if St. Paul 
wrote Ephesians, and if St. Luke obtained a more or less 
trustworthy summary of the contents of his address at 
Miletus. 

Pastoral Epistles. There are several parallels of thought 
and language which place the Pastoral epistles somewhat 
nearer to Ephesians than to the earlier epistles of St. Paul. 
Moffatt, however, dismisses them with the remark, ‘ But 
beyond suggesting a sub-Pauline muliew of thought and 
language, these coincidences amount to very little’. The 
question, as said above, is whether the sub-Pauline author 
of Ephesians lived in the same milieu, or whether St. Paul 
himself by his epistle helped to create it. 

1 Peter. In this case a difference of opinion exists as to 
whether there are any significant parallels at all. There 
are not many verbal coincidences ; the most striking are 
‘Blessed be the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ’ 
(Eph. i. 3; 1 Pet.i.3), mpd karaBodjjs kécpov (Eph.i. 4; 1 Pet. 
1. 20), @kpoywriatoy (Eph. 11. 20; 1 Pet. ii. 6), mepumofnots 
(Eph. i. 14; 1 Pet. il. 9), rots (dios dvdpéow (Eph. v. 22; 
1 Pet. i. 1), edomrdAayxvor (Eph. iv. 32; 1 Pet. iii. 8). But 
there are distinct echoes of thought which cannot safely be 
explained as expressing, independently, current Christian 
ideas. Few, probably, would agree with H. A. A. Ken- 
nedy’s! verdict : ‘while there are a few vague parallels, it is 
hard to trace any close inter-relation of ideas.’ Hort,? on 
the other hand, holds that ‘the connexion, though very 
close, does not lie on the surface. It is shown more by 
identities of thought and similarity in the structure of the 

' [Professor of N.T. Exegesis at New College, Edinburgh]. Exfosi- 
tory Times, XXvli, p. 264. 

® The First Epistle of St. Peter, t. 1-tt. 17, p. 5. 
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two epistles as wholes than by identities of phrase.’ If 
Ephesians is not the work of St. Paul, the writer may have - 
borrowed from r Peter ; but if it is, the probability is much 
greater that St. Peter, who made large use of Romans, 
used also the last masterpiece of St. Paul. 

Johannine Writings. There is an approach towards the 
doctrinal position of the Fourth Gospel and r John (see 
below). Moffatt and Lock! collect several similarities of 
thought, some of which, however, find parallels in St. Paul’s 
earlier writings. But there is very little linguistic parallel- 
ism. Moffatt holds that ‘the likelihood is that the unknown 
auctor ad Ephesios was a Paulinist who breathed the atmo- 
sphere in which the Johannine literature afterwards took 
shape’. Similarly of the parallels with Hebrews he says 
that they do not ‘ prove more than a common atmosphere 
of religious feeling and phraseology’. Butif St. Paul wrote 
Ephesians it is more likely that he began to create the 
atmosphere which was afterwards charged more deeply 
with the particular significances represented by the Johan- 
nine writings and Hebrews respectively. 

Doctrine. This is the only criterion to which serious 
importance can be attached, and upon it those who deny 
the genuineness of the epistle lay the chief weight. It must 
be remembered, however, that if Colosszans is genuine, it is 
not enough to point to the undoubted fact that St. Paul’s 
thoughts show an advance in several respects upon those 
in the epistles of the earlier groups. They must show an 
advance upon the doctrine of Colosstans marked enough to 
render the unity of authorship improbable. This is not the 
case with several of the minor Johannine parallels which 
can be found. The doctrinal differences between the two 
epistles can be explained, to a considerable extent, by the 
fact that Colossians is polemical and Ephesians is not. In 
the former, Christ is declared to be supreme and central in 


1 Hastings’ D.B., i, p. 716t. 
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cosmos; in the latter, the immanent Principle in the unity 
and spiritual growth of the Church. Thus the subject- 
matter of the two epistles is in some degree different, and 
it is impossible to maintain that while the former could be 
emphasized by St. Paul the latter could not, and must be 
sub-Pauline. This will account for some of the affinities 
with the Johannine writings noted by Moffatt (p. 385): 
‘The unity of the church, including Gentiles as well as 
Jews, is the divine object of Christ’s death’; ‘the church 
is the 7Ajpopa of Christ and of God’ ; ‘exceptional stress 
is laid on the functions of the Spirit, the word, and baptism, 
the unity of the church as the result of the divine unity 
between Christ and God and as the means of advancing 
the gospel’; ‘the emphasis on éy:é¢ew and cleansing’ and 
‘on the duty of Christian love’. One of the notable 
similarities between the two epistles is the absence of 
Jewish eschatological ideas. A faint trace of the old 
language is seen in Col. iii. 4,‘ When Christ shall be mani- 
fested—our Life—then shall ye also with Him be manifested 
in glory’. But the idea is not that of a Parousia, but of an 
inward and spiritual triumph. Similarly in Ephesians the 
writer looks forward to a great End, but it is spiritualized ; 
it is a consummation to be reached in the far future by the 
spiritual growth of the Church ; it is the (final) redemption 
of the purchased possession, of which the seal of the Spirit 
is the present pledge (i. 14 f.); similarly iv. 30; hence ‘this 
age’ can be contrasted with 7@ péddAov7: (1. 21); the Body of 
Christ must be built up ‘till we all attain to the unity of 
faith in, and knowledge of, the Son of God, to a perfect 
Man’ (iv. 13); the inheritance in the Kingdom of Christ 
and of God is a present one (v. 5; cf. Col. i. 13); so also is 
the coming of the wrath of God upon the sons of disobedi- 
ence (v. 6) ; and this leaves room for ‘ages to come’ (ii. 7). 
This spiritualizing of the great End was part of St. Paul’s 
advance in thought, which many have unaccountably 
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refused to admit, and was due to the lapse of time, in which 


his early expectations of the imminence of the Parousia 


were unfulfilled. 

The differences between Colossians and Ephesians are 
mainly concerned with the meaning of Christ’s Person and 
Death. With this is connected the thought of the union 
of Jew and Gentile, which in Zh. plays an important part, 
while in Col. it appears only in ili. 11, ‘where there cannot 
be Greek and Jew, &c.’, a sentence directed against the 
exclusive pride of Gnostic claims. In Col. the Mystery is 
‘Christ in you, the hope of glory’ which is preached to the 
Gentiles (1. 27) ; ‘the Mystery of God, (even) Christ’ (ii. 2) ; 
‘the Mystery of Christ’, i.e. the Mystery which is Christ 
(iv. 3). These passages emphasize the indwelling of Christ 
in Christians, which Gentile Christians were privileged to 
experience. But in Lh. ‘the Mystery of Christ’ is the 
fact that the Gentiles were allowed to be fellow-heirs (iii. 
5f.). It is their czcluscon that is the mystery. Correspond- 
ingly, the reconciliation effected through Christ’s death is 
in Col. (i. 20) that of ‘all things’, ‘whether things on earth 
or things in heaven’, the latter being the angelic powers; ~ 
and with all these the Gentiles also are reconciled to God. 
In Eph., on the other hand, the cosmic significance of His 
death is not mentioned ; His cosmic function of ‘summing 
up all things’ (i. 10) is not connected with his death; the 
reconciliation is that of Jew and Gentile in one Body (i. 
14-16). Further, in Zp. Christ’s death is the means of 
redemption (i. 7). In Cod. it is His Person (i. 14). But the 
former is the more usual Pauline thought. 

In Col. it is maintained that in Christ ‘dwelleth all the 
Pleroma bodily’, i.e. in concrete reality (ii. 9). This is in 
opposition to the Gnostic idea that Christ is only one among 
many emanations proceeding from the Pleroma. And He 
is the Head of every (angelic) principality and authority 
(ii. 10). In Eph. He is the Pleroma of God as immanent in 
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Christians, the full spiritual wholeness towards which they 
must strive (iii. 19, iv. 13). And He is the Head as the 
centre of coherence and unity of the Body, the true safe- 
guard against false teaching and schism (iv. 15 f)). 

There might seem to be an advance of thought in respect 
of the Agent of reconciliation. In Col. i. 20-2 (as in 2 Cor. 
v. 18) it is God who reconciles to Himself all things in 
heaven and earth, supernatural powers and sinners, 
‘through Christ’, ‘through the blood of His Cross’, ‘in the 
body of His flesh’. In Eph. ii. 16 it is Christ Himself * 
who reconciles Jew and Gentile in one Body to God 
through the Cross. But that can be balanced by a converse 
difference: in Eph. iv. 32 ‘God in Christ forgave you’, 
while in Col. iii. 13 ‘the Lord (i.e. Christ, as another read- 
ing has it) forgave you’. 

Apart from these fundamentals there are expressions 
which might suggest a date later than St. Paul. Perhaps 
the most striking are the use of ‘the devil’ (iv. 27, vi. 11), as 
in the Pastoral epistles, instead of ‘Satan’ as in z, 2 Thess., 
1, 2 Cor., Rom., the unique ‘in the heavenlies’ (i. 3, 20, il. 
6, lll. Io, vi. 12), the mention of ‘His holy apostles and 
prophets’ as having received the revelation of the mystery 
(ill. 5), and of ‘the apostles and prophets’ as a recog- 
nized body constituting the foundation of the Church 
(il. 20). 

These facts will appeal differently to different minds. To 
some they will seem to be real differences in points of view, 
which could have been reached only by a ‘sub-Pauline’ 
writer approximating to the Johannine position, a Paulinist 
with a style of his own and the beginnings of a later voca- 
bulary. But while any conclusion must be reached with 
hesitation, they hardly appear to the present writer strong 
enough to constitute a proof that the author was other than 


* Similarly, as Moffatt points out, in 1 Cor. xii. 28 God is the giver 
of spiritual gifts ; but in Eph. iv. 11 it is Christ. 
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the author of Colosscans, expressing, without controversy, 
his maturest thoughts on the greatest of all themes. 

Time and Place of Writing. The indications suggest that 
the epistle was written at Rome, at the same time as 
Colossians. The writer was in captivity; see ili. 1, ‘I, Paul, 
the prisoner of Christ Jesus on behalf of you Gentiles’ ; 
iv. 1, ‘I the prisoner’; vi. 20, ‘the mystery of the Gospel, 
on behalf of which I am an ambassador in a chain’. And 
his conception of the Church as an organic unity, kept and 
controlled by Christ its Head, may well have owed some- 
thing to the fact that he was in Rome, the capital of an 
empire which was highly organized and closely knit into 
a unity under Caesar its head. The similarities with 
Colossians place the epistles, if St. Paul was the author of 
both, in immediate juxtaposition. And Tychicus is spoken 
of (vi. 21 f.) as bringing news of the writer, in words almost 
identical with Col. iv. 7 f.! 

Destination. Thisis an enigma. According tothe 7extus 
Receptus, followed in our A. V. and R. V., the opening words 
are ‘Paul...to the saints which are at Ephesus (év ’Ed¢éo@) 
and the faithful in Christ Jesus’. But the most important 
authorities omit ev "Egéow, and Marcion (and, according 
to Tertullian,’ other heretics) styled the epistle ‘to the 
Laodiceans’, A place-name is required by the sense, rots 
aytots and moots, ‘the saints’ and ‘ faithful’, being a double 
description of the same persons. Without it the words 
would mean ‘to the saints who are also faithful’, which is 
next to impossible. And yet, if the epistle was written to 
the Christians at Ephesus, it is surprising that it contains 
no greetings to individuals, and even more so if the theory 
is correct that Rom. xvi. 1-23, with its numerous salutations, 
was a letter to Ephesus (see p. 141 f.). This has led many to 

= Seep. 154. 
2 Practically all existing MSS., all versions, Orig. Bas. 
3 Adv. Mare., v. 11. 
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think that it was a circular letter intended for more than 
one Church, so that no salutations were possible, and that 
St. Paul’s amanuensis left a blank to be filled in with the 
name of each Church to which Tychicus was to carry 
acopy. The further suggestion has been made, assuming 
that the theory of the circular letter is correct, that that 
letter is referred to in Col. iv. 16 in the injunction that the 
Colossians are to ‘read the letter that is [i.e. that will be 
forwarded to them] from Laodicea’. It is thought that 
since the Colossians were receiving a letter of their own, 
St. Paul might think it unnecessary to send them also 
a copy of the circular letter. But this is unlikely, because if 
he wished them to read it as well as their own, it would be 
more natural that he should send them a copy. But the 
circular letter theory is not without its difficulties. If the 
amanuensis wrote out several copies, it was as easy for him 
to insert the place-name as for any one else. And even if 
he left a blank, why should he omit the preposition éy ? 
Moreover, our earliest manuscripts, all of which omit év and 
the place-name, must have been copied from earlier manu- 
scripts, which finally go back to an archetype, which 
omitted them, for it is impossible to think that any scribes 
would omit them if they found them in the archetype. 
Weare thus reduced to the improbable supposition that 
the archetype of our manuscripts was a spare copy which 
omitted them, and which was never delivered. If Ephesians 
was a circular letter, a solution which is just possible would 
be that the Laodiceans, being bidden to send it on to 
Colossae, and not wishing to part with their own letter, 
sent a copy which they made themselves, omitting éy 
Aaodixig ; that this was the copy used when the collection 
of Pauline epistles was made, and, if, as is possible, that took 
place at Ephesus, the words év ’E¢éo@ were inserted later. 
Yet another solution has been proposed—that the letter 
was written to a single Church, and originally ended with 
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some salutations, but that when a desire was felt to use it 
for general purposes in the Church, editors omitted év and 
the place-name together with the salutations. A similar 
explanation has been shown to be probable in the case of 


_ Romans (see pp. 143-5). In this case, if Ephesus was not its 


original destination, Marcion and others may have been 
right after all in styling it ‘to the Laodiceans’. After the 


_ collection of letters was made, the presence of a place- 


name in the other letters made its absence in this one 
noticeable, and év ’Edéow was inserted. Harnack suggests, 
rather fancifully, that the name Laodicea was omitted when 
it had become a name of ignominy in the Church (see Rev. 
ill. 14-16). But there are two objections to the theory. 
The writing is much more suitable as a general epistle 
than addressed to a particular Church. And the general 
salutations in the last two verses—‘ peace be to the 
brethren’, ‘grace be with all those who love, &c.’—make 
it difficult to think that they were originally preceded by 
particular salutations. Perhaps the true solution has yet 
to be found. 


§ 10. Philippians 


Contents. Apart from ili. 2-iv. 1 (see below) this affec- 
tionate letter to St. Paul’s best-loved converts is mainly 
concerned with personal matters. After the opening 
salutation, thanksgiving, and prayer (i. 1-11) he gives an 
account of himself—the spiritual result of his imprison- 
ment (i. 12-18), and his hopes of ‘salvation’, i.e. probably 
his acquittal and release from bonds ; for himself he would 
prefer death, but for their sakes he wants to live, and is 
confident of regaining his freedom and of seeing them 
again (i. 19-26). He will send Timothy, of whom he 
speaks in the highest praise, as soon as his own affairs are 
settled (ii. 19-24). Meantime he is sending Epaphroditus, 
who had brought acontribution from them. Epaphroditus 
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had almost worked himself to death in supplying the 
apostle’s needs, and was greatly troubled that the Philip- 
pians had heard of his consequent illness (ii. 25-30). He 
concludes the letter by expressing his thanks for their 
contribution, adding that he quite understood that their 
lack of opportunity had prevented them from helping him 
earlier. He had learnt, indeed, to be content in any 
circumstances, but their kindness was good, and they 
knew that he had accepted help, when he left Macedonia, 
from no other Church (iv. ro-18). And he ends with 
a closing prayer for them, salutations, and the Grace 
(iv. 19-23). 

But with all these friendly messages he was obliged to 
speak of things which were not right with them. There 
were dissensions among them, so that he must appeal to 
them to show a united front (i. 27-30), and to live in unity 
and humility (ii. 1-4). This he enforces, in a sublime 
passage, by pointing to the Self-emptying of Christ and of 
His glory which followed (ii. 5-11). They must therefore 
avoid murmurings and disputings, and set a shining ex- 
ample to the non-Christians round them (ii. t2-18). He 
begins to draw the letter to a close (iii. 1), but is constrained - 
to renew his appeal—first, to two women, Euodia and 
Syntyche, who were probably the chief source of the 
dissensions (iv. 2, 3), and then to all, to let every one see 
their selfless yielding of their own rights and wishes, 
because Christ is coming soon who will put everything 
right, to pray and give thanks and be guarded in the peace 
of God (iv. 4-7). If their minds are set on the highest 
things, the God of peace will be with them (iv. 8, 9). 

The contents, as here sketched, forma complete and sim- 
ple whole. The remaining passage, iii. 2-iv.1, is quite foreign 
to it, and raises the question of the unity of the epistle. 

Unity. In the midst of grateful messages, and gentle 
and loving admonitions, this unexpected passage reveals 
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the apostle in a wholly different mood. His pen suddenly 
becomes the rapier of the combatant, with which he attacks 
a two-fold enemy. 1. He is on fire against Judaizers, as 
in Galatians. He hurls at them the epithet ‘dogs’, which 
they used of Gentiles, and scornfully speaks of circum- 
cision as ‘concision’, mere mutilation (iii. 2). And, as in 
2 Corinthians, he asserts with vehemence his own authority, 
high status, and aims as a Christian (vv. 4-14), calling upon 
the readers not to take a retrograde step (vv. 15 f.), but to 
imitate him (v. 17). 2. He laments that many do not. 
They are not only Judaizers, but, like the false teachers 
attacked in Rom. xvi. 17f. (see p. 142), libertines, ‘the 
enemies of the Cross of Christ, whose end is perdition, 
whose God is their belly and whose glory is in their 
shame, whose mind is centred upon earthly things’. The 
body of the true Christian, on the contrary, belongs already 
to the heavenly polity, whence Christ will appear, and is 
being prepared for the final transformation into the body 
of His glory (vv. 17-21). 

It is scarcely possible to resist the conclusion that this is 
a fragment of another letter written by St. Paul to other 
readers. There is no evidence that the simple-minded 
Philippians were troubled either by Judaism or by liber- 
tinism. And Lightfoot’s artificial explanation is uncon- 
vincing—that St. Paul was interrupted in his writing, and 
in the interval heard that these enemies were making 
trouble at Philippi, so that when he sat down to write 
again he plunged into violent controversy before resuming 
his affectionate appeal to the readers to be at unity. That 
fragments were incorporated in other letters has been 
shown to be probable in the case of 2 Cor. vi. 14-vil. 1 
(p. t21f.), and Rom. xvi. 1-23 (p. 141 f.). Some would add 
2 Cor. x-xiii (pp. 125-8). Opinions differ as to whether the 
words of iii. 1b, ‘To write the same things unto you is not 
irksome to me but safe for you’, belong to the fragment or 
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not. ‘Towrite the same things’ may mean ‘to bring up the 
subject of your dissensions again’ (so Lightfoot; and the 
setting of the verse in Westcott and Hort’s text implies 
the same). If this is right it is almost certain that iv. 2 ff, 
in which the subject is brought up again, must have followed 
immediately. Another explanation is that the half-verse 
belongs to the fragment, and ‘to write the same things’ 
means to bring up again the subject of the heresies, which 
we must suppose the apostle had already attacked in the 
earlier lost portion of the letter to which the fragment be- 
longs. But the former seems the more probable. 

Time and Place. The theory has been so widely accepted 
that our epistle, together with the other three in this group, 
was written in captivity at Rome that it was thought best 
to study it atthis point. Theapostle was clearly a prisoner, 
for he speaks three times of his ‘ bonds’ (i. 7, 13, 17). And 
this could not have been at Caesarea, just before starting 
for Rome, since he hoped soon to visit the Philippians (i. 
24), and speaks of his renewed presence with them (i. 26). 
But it is possible that he wrote the letter at Ephesus during 
his long stay there after leaving Antioch for the third time 
for missionary work. The arguments for Rome and 
Ephesus respectively are as follows: 

1. Rome. (a) He says that ‘his bonds have become 
manifest in Christ in the whole praefortum, and to all the 
rest’ (i. 13). The last words make it probable that the 
praetorium is not the Emperor’s ‘palace’ (A. V.), nor its 
barracks, nor the military camp outside the walls, but 
a body of persons. And these have been held to be 
either the ‘praetorian guard’ (R. V., following Lightfoot ?) 
or the imperial court, ‘ the whole body of persons connected 
with the sitting in judgment’ (Ramsay ’). . Lightfoot (p. 19) 
thinks of ‘the praetorian soldiers, drafted off successively 

1 Philippians, pp. 99-104. 
* St. Paul, the Traveller and the Roman Citizen, p. 357. 
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to guard him and constrained while on duty to bear him 
company’. But since they numbered some 9,000 men, 
and he was guarded by one soldier at a time, the words 
must be hyperbolical, not literal. If, however, the words 
were written at Rome, this remains the best explanation. 
The objection to Ramsay’s meaning is that there is no 
evidence for it. (6) Among the Christians who send 
greetings are ‘especially they of Caesar’s household’ 
(iv. 22). There were, no doubt, Christians to be found 
in the enormous numbers of the Emperor’s slaves and 
courtiers. See Lightfoot, Philemon, p. 319, and Sanday 
and Headlam on the households of Aristobulus and Nar- 
cissus, Rom. xvi. 10, 11. (c) Timothy joins in the opening 
salutation as in Colossians and Philemon. 

But among those who accept this evidence there is 
a difference of opinion as to whether the epistle was the 
earliest or the latest of the Roman group. 

(i) For the earlier date Lightfoot points to the very close 
affinity in language and thought with Romans (see his 
parallels, Philippians, p. 43f.), and the great difference 
from them of the language and thought of Colossians and 
Ephesians. He says, ‘The heresies, which the apostle 
here combats (sc. in Col. and £pf.), are no longer the 
crude, materialistic errors of the early childhood of 
Christianity, but the more subtle speculations of its 
maturer age’. But these differences are, in fact, too great 
to render the argument safe, since on the theory of Rome 
as the place of writing all the development and growth to 
maturity take place within the two years or so of his im- 
prisonment there. It would be easier to recognize that 
the minds of the Philippians were simpler and more 
elementary than those of the Asiatic Christians, and there- 
fore needed different teaching. 

(ii) For the later date it is argued: (a) That some time 
was needed for the communications between St. Paul and 
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the Philippians—for them to send a contribution by Epa- 
phroditus, for him to fall ill by overwork on St. Paul’s 
behalf, for the news of it to reach them, and for St. Paul 
to hear that they had received the news. Lightfoot con- 
trives to explain it all by two journeys ; but in any case, if 
the journey between Rome and Philippi occupied about 
a month, as he reckons, not more than, say, five months 
are required. (b) St. Paul’s ‘defence (apologia) of the 
Gospel’ (i. 16) is explained by Ramsay as the defence of 
his own case in the Emperor’s court; and his ‘salvation’ 
(v. 19) as the acquittal which he expected with some con- 
fidence, though he was prepared for the possibility of 
martyrdom (ii. 17). (c) If Ramsay’s explanation of the 
word praetorium is correct, it is another indication that 
the trial was actually in process. The epistle would thus 
be placed close to the end of the captivity of Acts xxvii. 
2. Ephesus. The three arguments for Rome can be 
used with equal force for Ephesus. (a) An inscription? 
found there shows that praetorian soldiers were stationed 
in the city. And they would be much fewer in number 
than in Rome, so that St. Paul’s words could be under- 
stood literally. () Another inscription? speaks of ‘the 
slaves of our Lord Augustus’, which shows that they and 
his freedmen were numerous enough to form burial clubs. 
(c) Timothy was with the apostle at Ephesus as well as at 
Rome (Acts xix. 22). (d) Further, the similarities with 
Romans can be accounted for if the epistle was written at 
Ephesus just before St. Paul started to go via Macedonia 
to Corinth, where he wrote Romans. (e) And his expecta- 
tion to visit the Philippians soon was natural, since he 


? J. T. Wood, Discoveries at Ephesus, Append. 7, p. 4: ‘T. Valerio 
T. F. Secundo Militis Cohortis VII Praetoriae Centuriae Severi.’ 

* [bid., Append. 7, p. 18: ‘Quorum [a monument and sarcophagus] 
Curam Agunt Collegia Libertorum Et Servorum Domini Nostri 
Augusti.’ 
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would certainly stop at Philippi on his way through Mace- 
donia. (/) The Philippians had waited a long time to send 
him a contribution, because, as he says, they ‘had lacked 
opportunity’ (iv. 10). If he wrote from Ephesus this was 
really the case, because he had been far away in Palestine 
and Galatia since leaving Corinth (Acts xviii. 18-23, 
xix. 1). But if he wrote from Rome, it was after staying 
three months in Corinth (Acts xx. 3), when they could 
easily have sent him supplies as they had done during his 
previous Corinthian visit. Indeed they could actually have 
given them to him in person when he was passing through 
Macedonia to Corinth. Written from Rome the words 
convey a rebuke, which, however gentle and tactful, is 
unexpected after their previous liberality on more than 
one occasion, which he gratefully records in iv. 15, 16. 
(g) The Parousia of Christ is still thought of as imminent ; 
‘the Lord is at hand’ (iv. 5) is similar to ‘Maran-atha’ 
(z Cor. xvi. 22). It is difficult to place this in close con- 
junction with Colossians and Ephesians, in which, as has 
been said, the eschatology is entirely spiritualized. The 
same must be said of the fragment ili. 2-iv. 1, in which 
‘heaven’ is that ‘from which we wait for a Saviour, the 
Lord Jesus Christ ’ (iii. 20); and the transformation of our 
bodies at the Parousia (v. 21) carries on the thought of 
1 Cor. xv. 51-3. 

No one would hesitate to regard this evidence as con- 
clusive were it not that there is no mention in the Acés of 
an imprisonment at Ephesus. But neither is there any 
mention of the acute sufferings and perils of which the 
apostle himself speaks. His fighting ‘with beasts at 
Ephesus’ (1 Cor. xv. 32), whether this refers to men? or 


1 With the metaphorical use cf. Ignatius, Rom.5. But if ‘beasts’ 
is literal, the words must be rendered ‘If after the manner of men 
I had fought with beasts at Ephesus, what advantage would it have 
been to me, &c.?’, since a Roman citizen could not suffer the disgrace 
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to actual wild animals, implies physical hardships which 
point to imprisonment. And the same is true of his 
affliction in Asia, an overpowering burden that made him 
despair of life (2 Cor. i. 8), and the anguish of mind and 
body depicted in 1 Cor. iv. 9-13 (written at Ephesus), and 
in 2 Cor. iv. 8-12 (written shortly afterwards).! Moreover, 
the sufferings recounted in 2 Cor. vi. 4 f., xi. 23-7, including 
‘prisons’ in the plural, the only imprisonment previously 
related in the Acts being that at Philippi (xvi. 24), show 
how little weight can be attached to St. Luke’s silence as 
to one at Ephesus. 

That silence makes it impossible to place the writing of 
the epistle with complete certainty at Ephesus, but the 
theory has great probability. If it is accepted, Philippians 
must be placed in the second group, in close conjunction 
with z Corinthians and probably Galatians, and before 
2 Corinthians and Romans. And the fragment ili. 2-iv. I 
was probably written at the same time, perhaps to some 
neighbouring Church in Asia. 


of the arena. If he was condemned ad /eones, and escaped only because 
his Roman citizenship was discovered (cf. Acts xvi. 38f., xxii, 26-9), 
he was almost certainly in prison for a short time. 

1 And see Acts xx. 18 f. 
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Ee title ‘ Pastoral Epistles’, which is commonly used 
to designate this group of writings, does not describe 
their contents very accurately. It has some suitability in 
the case of r Timothy, less in that of Titus, and for 2 Timothy 
it is hardly suitable at all. Zahn! traces it to some lectures 
by Paul Anton in 1726-7, afterwards edited by Maier as 
Exegetische Abhandlung der Pastoral-Briefe Pauli an Tim. 
oe) t. 

Contents. In none of these is a definite plan or course 
of thought to be traced. The object of the writer was to 
offer some sound advice to those who were in positions of 
responsibility in the Church. The chief trouble through 
which the Church was passing was the prevalence of false 
teaching of a Gnostic type allied with Jewish speculations. 
To this he constantly recurs, dwelling on the necessity of 
sound teaching in opposition to it. He also gives advice, 
chiefly in r 77m. but also in Titus, on Church organization, 
and the attitude that its leaders should adopt towards 
various individuals and classes in the Christian community. 
All this, however, is in view of the heretical teaching which 
is the burden that chiefly weighs on his mind; any advice 
that is given, which is not concerned directly with heresy, 
arises out of the danger or leads up to it. Apart from this 
there are personal details in 2 Tim. iv. 6-21 and Tit. 111. 
12-14, which are of great importance in their bearing on 
the authorship of the epistles. They will be discussed 
below. The following analysis will show how the writer’s 


1 Einleitung in d. N.T., i, p. 447, note; Engl. Introd. to the N.T., ii, 
p- 67, note. 
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thoughts oscillate between the condemnation of heresies 
and practical advice which the Church needed in view of 
them. 


1 Timothy. i. 1, 2: Salutation. 


i. 3-11. Timothy was left at Ephesus to oppose heresies into 
which some had fallen. wv. 12-17: The heresies 
are contrasted with the apostle’s manner of life in 
the ministry which God’s grace had entrusted to 

. him after his conversion. vv. 18-20: Timothy is 
exhorted to live the same life, in contrast with that 
of the errorists, of whom two are named. 

ii, 1-8. — Prayer is to be offered for all men. vv. 9-15: The 
subordination of women in Church life. iii. 1-7: The 
qualifications of a bishop, and, vv. 8-13, of deacons, 
including (v. 11) their wives. 

ili. 14-16. The Church must be so ordered because it is the 
pillar and basis of Christian truth, of which a 
rhythmical formulais quoted. iv. 1-16: The teach- 
ing and manner of life, exemplified in those of 
Timothy, which are to be an antidote to the errors 
of those who oppose the truth. 

v. 1,2.  Timothy’s manner of life in relation to individual 
Christians ; vv. 3-16 to widows ; vv. 17-25 to pres- 
byters ; vi. 1, 2 to slaves. 

vi. 3-10. Condemnation of false teachers. 

vi. 11-16. The right manner of life in contrast with theirs. 
vv. 17-19: Charge to rich Christians. 

vi. 20,21 a. Warning to preserve the deposit of faith in opposi- 
tion to false ‘knowledge’. vi. 21 b: ‘Grace be with 
you.’ 


2 Timothy. i. 1, 2: Salutation. vv. 3-5: Thanksgiving for 
Timothy’s spiritual state. 

i. 6-14. Admonitions to follow the apostle’s manner of life 
and to be true to his Gospel. vv. 15-18: Onesi- 
phorus is given as an example. ii. 1, 2: Timothy is 
to entrust this Gospel to men who can teach others. 
vv. 3-13: And he must show endurance himself ; 
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ii, 14-23. 


Hii. II, 12. 


iii. 13-17. 
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vv. 12-14. 
15. 
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for though adherence to Christian truth is a stern 
fight, yet the reward is sure. 

Empty and pernicious controversies must be 
avoided. vv. 14-26: The Lord’s servant must not 
be contentious, but tactful, in order to win over 
opponents. iii. 1-9: A stern rebuke of the oppo- 
nents. 

Timothy must imitate the apostle’s endurance in 
sufferings ; all Christians must endure them. 

In the face of deceivers he must be true to the 
teaching of the Bible which he had known from 
childhood ; and, iv. 1-5, be devoted in his work 
of teaching the truth. 

The writer is in momentary expectation of death. 
Personal details. 

‘The Lord be with thy spirit ; grace be with you.’ 


. I-4: Salutations. 


Titus was left at Crete to order the Church and 
appoint fitting presbyters. vv. 7-9: Qualifications 
of a bishop. 

This is in view of antinomian heretics. 

Sound teaching must be given to older men; 
vv. 3-5 to women; vv.6-8to younger men ; vv. 9-10 
to slaves. wv. 11-15: This is because of God’s 
purposes for which men were redeemed by Christ. 
iii. 1-8: And the same purposes require Christians 
to preserve a blameless life in their dealings with all 
men. 

The foolish teachings of heretics are to be shunned, 
and a heretic after admonition is to be personally 
avoided. 

Personal details. 

Salutations. ‘Grace be with you all.’ 


The False Teaching. It will be seen how central a place 
the false teaching occupies in the writer’s thoughts; he is 
unable to take his mind away from it for long, and comes 
back to it again and again. The harm that it was doing to 
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the Church gives a ground and force to all his other exhor- 
tations. It is possible that it was beginning to affect some 
who held office in the Church, which would give additional 
point to his injunctions as to their character and behaviour, 
and the discrimination needed in ordaining them. 

t. He speaks of some who are ‘insubordinate, vain 
talkers, and deceived in mind, especially they of the cir- 
cumcision’ (Tit. i. 10), showing that some, but not all, were 
Jewish Christians. They claimed to be ‘law teachers’, 
though they were incapable of understanding the true 
meaning and purpose of the law (1 Tim. i. 7-10). But their 
error was quite different from that of the ‘slavery’ to law 
of the earlier Judaism, against which St. Paul fought in his 
second group of epistles. They seem to have taught that 
Christians could be above law, that a state of superior 
gnosis made them indifferent to God’s moral commands.' 
This leads the writer to declare that ‘the law is good if one 
treats it as law’, i.e. as a prohibition of grievous sins, and 
that every passage in the Old Testament (sc. including the 
law), given by inspiration of God, is intended to be morally 
and spiritually profitable (2 Tim. i. 16,17). An element of 
antinomianism was already to be felt when St. Paul wrote 
to the Galatians (v. 13) and Romans (vi. 15). But that was 
due, not to Gnostic esoteric teaching, but to an unintelli- 
gent misuse of the ‘freedom’ from Judaic rules which 
St. Paul claimed for Christians. A peculiarly bad feature 
is attacked in r Tim. vi. 5, the corruption and perversion of 
mind of men who could use their religiousness as a means 
of making money. 

2. The alliance of Gnosticism with Judaism (such as was 
seen, for example, in the Naassenes, an early form of the 
Ophites) probably explains the references to ‘myths and 
endless genealogies’ (1 Tim. i. 4), ‘old women’s myths’ 


1 The writers of the Apocalypse, Jude, 2 Peter, and 1 John were all 
faced with the same dangerous tendency. 
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(iv. 7), ‘Jewish myths’ (Tit. i. 14). Gnostics indulged in 
speculations about aeons and emanations intervening be- 
tween God and created matter. But it is not necessary to 
bring the date of our epistles down to the time when these 
speculations became fully developed. The writer probably 
refers to myths and legends in apocryphal Jewish works 
in which Gnostic and other Oriental elements were 
mingled. 

3. The effect of Oriental thought upon some minds was 
to lead them to the idea that matter was evil. The possessor 
of true gvosis must suppress, and be superior to, the claims 
of the body. They taught a rigid asceticism (1 Tim. iv. 8, 
E. V. ‘bodily exercise’) involving renunciation of marriage 
and of the use of certain foods (v. 3). The writer contro- 
verts this mistaken dualism by the plain statement that all 
foods were created by God, and that every creature of God 
is good and to be received with thanksgiving offered to 
Him as a religious act (vv. 3-5). It was possible to bid 
Timothy to keep himself pure, and yet to drink a little wine 
for the sake of his health (v. 22, 23). The teaching that 
‘the resurrection is past already’ (2 Tim. ii. 18) is perhaps 
another aspect of the same depreciation of matter ; the true 
Gnostic was thought to be already in the spiritual sphere 
and independent of the body. If so, it was a travesty of 
the language of true Christian mysticism: e.g. Rom. vi. 
1-11; 2 Cor. v.14 f.; Gal. ii.20; Col. ii. 12f., 20; 1.1; Eph. 
ii. 5f.; see also John v. 21, 24; 1 John iii. 14; writings in 
which true gvosis is taught in opposition to the spurious. 

We are justified in using the word Gnosticism of these 
various types of error, since the false teachers themselves 
claimed a evosts which the writer calls ‘pseudonymous’, 
‘falsely named’ (1 Tim. vi. 20). Their pride (‘puffed up’, 
v. 4) in their esoteric teaching is probably to be seen in 
what he describes as antitheses, ‘oppositions’, which they 
drew between it and ordinary Christian doctrine, but which 
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he couples with ‘ profane babblings’ (v.20). And he speaks 
of their discussions and disputes about words as nothing 
short of a disease (v. 4). Hort? tried to explain the antz- 
theses as purely Rabbinic, ‘ the endless contrasts of decisions 
founded on endless distinctions which played so large a part 
in the casuistry of the scribes as interpreters of the law’. 
But this cannot be considered probable in face of the double 
product of dualism condemned in the epistles—asceticism 
and antinomianism. He admits the possibility, in St. Paul’s 
lifetime, of influences at Ephesus and in Crete ‘connected 
with a speculative form of Judaism out of which some 
forms of “Gnosticism” may later have been developed’, 
but strangely holds ‘that there is a total want of evidence 
for anything pointing to even rudimentary Gnosticism ’. 
That the heresy attached here and in Colosszans is only 
Judaism with ‘a quasi-Hellenic varnish’ is a conclusion 
with which most modern writers do not agree. 
Authorship. The words ‘ Paulan apostle of Jesus Christ’ 
form the opening of z, 2 7imothy, and ‘Paul a servant of 
God and an apostle of Jesus Christ’ of 7ztus. Irenaeus, 
Tertullian, and Clement Alex. are known to have accepted 
them as the work of St. Paul. On the other hand, Ter- 
tullian (adv. Marc. v. 21) and Jerome (Praef: in Tit.) state 
that Marcion rejected them all; so also, according to 
Jerome, ‘ Basilides and all the heretics’. He says further 
that Tatian accepted 77/us as St. Paul’s, implying that he 
rejected z, 2 Zimothy. From Irenaeus until modern times 
the Pauline authorship is assumed ; and many writers to- 
day defend it. In 2 Timothy and Titus occur passages 
containing personal allusions which seem almost certainly 
to be the work of the apostle. The question is whether he 
wrote the whole of the three epistles, or whether a devoted 
disciple, being in possession of some genuine Pauline frag- 
ments, built up the epistles out of them in order to give to 


 Judaistic Christianity, 1894, pp. 130-46. 
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the Church a message which he felt sure that the apostle 
would have given had he been alive, and quite naturally 
wrote them in the apostle’s name. That would not be the 
modern method of treating precious fragments, but ancient 
methods were very often not modern ones. The evidence 
in favour of the latter theory is cumulative ; although each 
point, taken by itself, might with ingenuity be deprived of 
decisive weight, taken together they appear to the present 
writer irresistible. 

1. The great stress laid, as shown above, on the danger 
of Judaic Gnosticism or Gnostic Judaism suggests that it 
had become acuter and more developed than in St. Paul’s 
day. And it is met, not, as in Colossians, by argument, but 
simply by authoritative contradiction and denunciation. A 
lesser mind can contradict and denounce, while it is not 
equal to the task,of refuting. 

In the same spirit the writer exhibits a somewhat stereo- 
typed conception of orthodoxy. St. Paul fought for what he 
believed to be true with the skill of a fencer, and with 
a creative genius which helped him, as a master builder, to 
erect a firm edifice of Christian doctrine. But here a later 
date is suggested by the fact that the whole body of 
Christian doctrine is assumed to be standing in its entirety. 
It is ‘the Faith’ (1 Tim. i. 19; ili. 9; iv. 1,6; v. 8; vi. Lo, 21; 
2 Tim. iii. 8; iv. 7; Tit. 1. 13); ‘the truth’ (r Tim. i. 15; 
iv. 3; vi.5; 2 Tim.ii.15, 18; iii.8; iv. 4; Tit.i. 14); ‘knowledge 
of truth’ (r Tim. ii. 4; 2 Tim. ii. 25; iii. 7; Tit. i. 1); ‘the 
teaching, (t Tim. iv. 13, 16; vi. 1; cf. iv. 6; vi. 3; 2 Tim. iil. 
10; Tit. ii. 10); ‘the commandment’ (1 Tim. vi. 14); ‘the 
charge’ (1 Tim. i. 5); ‘the [my] deposit’ (x Tim. vi. 20; 
2 Tim.'i. 12, 14); ‘the healthy teaching’ or ‘ words’ (1 Tim. 
P10 vie 9) 2: Lim 1.-93; v7.9; Tite. of iiey;-cf. £293 2, 
‘healthy in faith’), ‘safe-’ or ‘sane-mindedness’ and the 
corresponding verb, adjective, and adverb (1 Tim. ii. 9, 15; 
iii. 2; 2 Tim. i. 7; Tit. i. 8; ii. 2, 4, 5, 6, 12). That is not the 
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language of a pioneer, interpreting the fact of Christ, and 
putting in their true light the errors that endangerit. ‘ His 
was altogether a different kind of spirit from that which 
burns and throbs in every page of the genuine Paulines’ 
(Harrison).! 

2. Connected with this is the quality of the sty/e which is 
‘correct and diffuse, somewhat lacking in warmth and 
colour’. ‘The syntax is stiffer and more regular’ (Light- 
foot *). ‘The comparative absence of rugged fervour, the 
smoother flow of words, and the heaping up of epithets, all 
point to another sign-manual than that of Paul’ (Moffatt °). 
Even if St. Paul wrote the epistles in a period of release 
and a second Roman imprisonment, which is improbable 
(see below), it is difficult to believe that his mind could have 
lost so much of its fire and force in two or three years. 

3. Not only in style but in vocabulary, e.g. Latinisms, 
new compounds, particles, favourite expressions, &c., the 
difference from the Pauline epistles is very great, in spite 
of several Pauline words and expressions which the writer 
adopts. And what is un-Pauline is scarcely more remark- 
able than the absence of words, particles, and constructions 
which are distinctive of St. Paul. The vocabulary stands 
on the whole nearer to that of the Christian writings of the 
second century than to the Pauline epistles. This is shown 
in the exhaustive study by Harrison, to which the reader 
is referred. 

4. The ecclesiastical organization includes directions re- 
garding the bishop, presbyters, deacons and their wives, 
widows. None of these, indeed, imply a state of develop- 
ment impossible in St. Paul’s lifetime. But when he deals 
with them it is mostly in answer to questions, and often on 
the basis of the highest moral principles and profound 

* P. N. Harrison, The Problem of the Pastoral Epistles. 


* Biblical Essays, p. 402. 
® Introd. Lit. N.T., p. 407. 
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Christian doctrines. The writer of these epistles, on the 
other hand, is occupied with questions of ecclesiastical 
arrangement and personnel as such, in the hope that a well- 
ordered Church may stand as a bulwark against the flowing 
tide of heresy. And for this purpose he simply lays down 
a series of authoritative directions. 

5. In doctrine the writer is a devoted Paulinist. He 
teaches ‘life eternal, won by Christ’s death, which has 
brought salvation to all mankind; and this life must show 
itself by a high Christian morality, and be ready to face the 
appearing of Jesus Christ’ (Lock!). But the last sentence 
should be noted. In earlier days St. Paul, as a Jew, had 
placed eschatology in the forefront of his teaching. But 
a comparison of z, 2 Thessalonians with Colossians and 
Ephesians shows how his mind was changing its point of 
view ; in the last two epistles it is entirely spiritualized, as 
we have seen, and his teaching is incompatible with the 
thought of the Parousia of Christ at a point of time in the 
near future. 

The emphasis which the writer lays on the nature of 
God by means of epithets,? pévos (‘only’), cwr7p (Saviour), 
pakdpios (‘blest’), &pOapros (‘imperishable’, ‘immortal’), 
adéparos (‘invisible’; cf. 1 Tim. vi. 16), to (woyovotvros ra 
aévra (‘who quickeneth, or endueth with life, all things’), 
péyas (‘great’), (dy (‘living’), dwevdys (‘without deceit’, 
‘that lieth not’), was occasioned by the heresies which he 
was combatting. But St. Paul, in Colosszans and Ephesians, 
though he is dealing with similar heresies at an earlier 
stage, gives little direct teaching on the nature of God. 
He mostly takes that for granted, as understood by his 
readers ; and throughout his epistles his point of view is 
Christocentric. 


1 [Lady Margaret Professor of Divinity, Oxford]. Hastings’ D.B. 


iv. 773- 
2 See the writer’s Mew Testament Teaching, pp. 207-13. 
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An expression unique in the New Testament occurs in 
t Tim. ii. 5: ‘There is one Mediator (ueofrns) between 
God and men, [being Himself] Man, Christ Jesus’. This 
is connected with the preceding words ‘our Saviour God 
who willeth all men to be saved, &c.’, and with the follow- 
ing, ‘who gave Himself a Ransom on behalf of all as being 
their Equivalent’ (ayriAurpov iatp mévrwv). Being both 
God and Man, the Equivalent of our Saviour God and the 
Equivalent of man who is to be saved, He is able to ran- 
som all. The meaning of the word ‘mediator’ should be 
compared with that in Gal. iii. 20, where St. Paul says that 
in the New Dispensation no mediator corresponding with 
Moses is needed, and in Heb. viii. 6; ix. 15; xii. 24, where 
Jesus is the ‘Mediator of a new covenant’ transcending 
Moses. Both St. Paul and the writer of Hebrews are con- 
cerned mainly with the death of Christ. For the former 
His birth into human life, ‘born of a woman, born under 
the law’, was only the necessary step for placing Himself 
under law and curse, and being ‘ made sin on our behalf’, 
in order that by death He might burst free from them, and 
so conquer them. St. Paul never speaks of the Incarnation 
as having the significance in the plan of salvation that is 
accorded to it by the writer of z Timothy. 

The conclusion, as has been said, is irresistible. The 
epistles, as they stand, cannot be from St. Paul’s pen. 
The theory that the differences from his other epistles are 
due to the work of an amanuensis? is quite inadequate to 
account for the facts. Some have thought that 2 Timothy 
was written by the apostle, and not the other two. Butall 
the three as wholes are too closely similar in style, language, 


and thought to be thus differentiated. They must stand 
or fall together. 


1 So, for example, Rackham [sometime of the Community of the 


Resurrection], The Acts of the Apostles (1911), p. 19, who suggests 
St. Luke. 
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A more probable theory, as said above, is that they con- 
tain some original Pauline fragments incorporated by 
a disciple: these seem to forma larger portion of 2 Timothy 
than of the others, and to consist for the most part of 
personal allusions.! 

Personal Allusions. If St. Paul wrote the whole of the 
three epistles as they stand, these allusions are impossible 
to explain except on the assumption that he was released 
from the imprisonment with which the book of the Acts 
closes, and wrote them afterwards, zr Timothy and Titus 
during the period of his freedom, and 2 Timothy in a second 
imprisonment. If the latter epistle was written in the 
imprisonment of Acts xxviii, great difficulties are raised, 
four of them by the single passage 2 Tim. iv. 9-21: 

(1) He writes to Timothy, ‘ Do thy diligence to come to 
me quickly’ (v. 9); ‘Do thy diligence to come before 
winter’ (v. 21). This does not sound as if Timothy had 
been with him in the same imprisonment when he wrote 
Colossians (i. 1), Philemon (v. 1) and ? Philippians (i. 1). 

(2) He says that Titus has gone to Dalmatia (v. 10). 
But this would mean that he had deserted his charge of the 
Church in Crete (Tit. i. 5), where he still was when St. Paul 
wrote his epistle to him, came to the apostle at Rome, and 
then left him, not to return to his work, but to go else- 
where. 

(3) Because Titus, Demas, and Crescens had gone, only 
Luke was with him (v. 10). But he does not explain the 
absence of four other Christians who were with him just 
before in the same imprisonment, and sent greetings to the 
Colossians (Col. iv. 10-14) and (three of them *) to Philemon. 


1 Lock, Pastoral Epistles (Intern. Crit. Comm.), thinks it possible 
that these fragments and the epistles are alike genuine, but originally 
unconnected. The fragments were bound up with the rest, as, for 
example, was Rom. xvi. 

® Perhaps all four. Jesus Justus can be included if ’Inaots is read 
for "Inco, or added after it. 
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(4) He tells Timothy, ‘take Mark and bring him with 
thee, for he is useful to me for service’ (v. 11). The words 
suggest that St. Paul was sending for him to come to be his 
personal attendant in Rome for the first time. And yet he 
was already with him when he wrote to the Colossians 
(iv. 10) and to Philemon (v. 24), and was about to pay 
Colossae a visit, which he would probably not do if 
St. Paul needed him for service. 

No one disputes that the Pauline authorship of all these 
epistles requires a period of release and a second imprison- 
ment. This is rendered still more certain if the apostle 
made a journey to Spain, as he hoped to (Rom. xv. 24, 28). 
But the evidence for this journey is very slender. Apart 
from the sentence in the Muratorian Canon, ‘sed et profec- 
tionem Pauli ab urbe ad Spaniam proficiscentis’, which 
need not be more than a deduction from Rom. /.c., there is 
only an obscure remark of Clement Rom. (ad. Cor. v), that 
St. Paul ‘having come to the limit of the West (ém? 76 réppua 
Ths dvcews), and having borne witness before the rulers, so 
was released from the world and went to the holy place’. 
When we find that Ignatius (ad Rom. ii) uses the same 
word dvois, ‘West’, of Rome, it is unsafe to conclude that 
Clement means Spain.! Apart from this, the internal allu- 
sions in our three epistles are our only guides. But even 
the assumption of a second imprisonment is not free from 
difficulties. St. Paul might have wanted his cloak? in 
prison, and conceivably his books and parchments (2 Tim. 
iv. 13); but his request for the latter, and the injunction, 
‘Do thy diligence to come before winter’ (v. 21), hardly 
sound as if he were on the point of martyrdom, as he de- 


1 See the writer’s St. Paul, p. 256f. 

? If eddvns means a cloak (= dawdAns = paenula). But Chrysostom 
says that some understood it to mean rd yAwoodcopoy (the bag, cf. John 
Xlii. 29) in which the books lay. Sothe Syriac. Orit may have been 
a travelling bag or case, not necessarily for the books. 
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clares in v. 6. If only Luke was with him (v. 11), how is 
it that he can send greetings from Eubulus, Pudens, Linus, 
Claudia, and all the brethren (v. 21)? And after the careful 
injunctions to Timothy as to his behaviour in the execution 
of his office at Ephesus (i. 6-iv. 5), it is strange that St. Paul 
should urge him to leave his post and rejoin him as speedily 
as possible (iv. 9, 21). If, on the grounds stated above, it 
is impossible to assign the three epistles as wholes to 
St. Paul, the genuine fragments which his disciple incor- 
porated probably refer to events not later than, but within, 
the period of the Acts. 

In this case the personal allusions afford no indication of 
the order in which the epistles were written. But since 
1 Timothy is the richest in doctrinal and ecclesiastical matter, 
and 2 Timothy contains least of these but apparently most 
of St. Paul’s own work, it is probable that the order of 
writing was 2 7imothy, Titus, 1 Timothy. The present 
order will, in that case, have been due to the editors of the 
Pauline corpus, who collected the epistles, probably at 
Ephesus. They placed first the two to Timothy, who was 
left at Ephesus, and the longer was prefixed to the shorter. 

Several suggestions, some of them moré plausible than 
others, for the identification of the fragments may be seen 
in Moffatt... A more recent attempt is made by Harrison 
(op. cit.). He finds five genuine notes: (1) Tit. ii. 12-15, 
written from western Macedonia several months after 
2 Cor. x-xiii, and before 2 Cor. i-1x (see, however pp. 125-8, 
above), bidding Titus, who was at Corinth, join him in 
Epirus—which he did, bringing the good news of the sub- 
mission of the Corinthians. (2) 2 Tim. iv. 13-15, 20, 21a, 
written from Macedonia after the visit to Troas mentioned 
in 2 Cor. ii. 12 f., bidding Timothy, who had returned to 
Ephesus, join him before winter. On leaving Ephesus 
St. Paul had gone first to Miletus, taking Trophimus the 

1 Introd, Lit. N.T., p. 403f. 
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Ephesian with him, and had left him there sick. Mean- 
while Timothy, since he was with St. Paul when 2 Cor. 
i-ix was written, must have returned to Ephesus, and there 
received a note, i.e. the present fragment, telling him to 
come. (3) 2 Tim. iv. 16-18a (?18b), written from Caesarea 
soon after the soldiers had escorted him from Jerusalem 
(Acts xxii. 31 ff.). His ‘first defence’ was the apologia of 
Acts xxii. 1, when none of the brethren supported him. (4) 
2 Tim. iv. 9-12, 22b, written from Rome to recall Timothy, 
probably from Philippi (Phil. ii. 19, 23). All the friends who 
had been with the apostle at Rome were scattered, with the 
exception of Luke. Mark was at some place known to 
Timothy, probably Colossae (Col. iv. 10), who would pick 
him up em route. (5) Various fragments, 2 Tim. i. 16-18; 
lil. IO, II; Iv. I, 2a, 5b, 6-8, 18b, 19, 21b, 22a, which 
Harrison thinks were the principal Grundschrift of the 
epistle, written from Rome as a farewell to Timothy when 
the apostle was hourly expecting martyrdom. It would 
reach him at Ephesus as he was hurrying Romewards in 
response to the preceding note (4). 

Moffatt says that ‘the net result of such investigations is 
negative’. But though certainty may never be reached as 
to the exact extent of Pauline material which the author 
incorporates, the present writer has little doubt that parts 
of the epistles—or at least of 2 7zmothy and Titus—are the 
work of St. Paul, and larger parts are not. 
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{aes remaining writings of the New Testament are not, 
and do not profess to be, the work of St. Paul. The 
epistles are of various dates, r Peter being probably the 
earliest, and 2 Peter the latest. But they can best be 
studied according to the prevailing colour of their con- 
tents: James and 1 Peter may be described as ethical, 
Flebrews as Christological, Jude, 2 Peter, and the Apocalypse 
(which is clearly intended to be an epistle) as eschato- 
logical. 


§ 1. James 


Contents. The epistle consists, for the most part, of 
a series of little groups of maxims, and the only analysis 
that is possible is to distinguish the groups. Their order 
does not appear to be determined by any particular plan ; 
a thought, or even a word, sometimes leads the writer on 
from one toanother. But the main thread on which many 
of them are strung is the obvious but important truth that 
a man’s faith, his attitude towards God, is unreal and 
worthless if it is not effective, if it does not work practically 
in life. 

i.t. Address. vv.2-4. Trial is useful to test the worth 
of your faith, and endurance tends to perfectness and whole- 
ness, so that you may be lacking in nothing. 

vv. 5-8. Any one who lacks divine wisdom can obtain it 
only by single-hearted effort in prayer. 

vv. 9-12. The poor brother can rejoice in the exaltation 


_which divine wisdom gives, and the rich brother ought 


also to rejoice at the salutary trial of losing his wealth, 
because endurance of trial leads to moral and spiritual 
reward. 
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vv. 13-18. An examination of the true meaning and 
nature of trial: a man is tried not by God but from within. 
Evil desire which succeeds in seducing the soul gives birth 
to death. What comes from God is not trial but every 
good and perfect gift; of His own will He gave birth 
to us. 

vv. 19-21. Anger, filthiness, malice, cannot work the 
righteousness of God, the salvation of the soul. That is 
gained by God’s éuduros Adyos. 

vu. 22-5. Moral results are not produced by hearing 
God’s word without doing it. 

vv. 26, 27. Pure religion is not shown by an unbridled 
tongue, but by charity and chastity. 

ii. 1-13. Religious faith is not sincere if it does not in- 
volve a right relationship to the poor, in accordance with 
the royal law ‘Thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyself’. 
To transgress that command in any respect is to transgress 
the whole law. 

vv.14-26. More generally, religious faith is worthless if 
it is not effective in ‘works’, the practical conduct of daily 
life. 

ill. 1-12. No one can be réAeos, much less a teacher of 
others, if he cannot control his tongue. 

vv. 13-18; iv. 1-6. To claim heavenly wisdom is boast- 
fulness and lying if you give way to bitter jealousy and 
factiousness ; that is the very reverse of heavenly. The 
friendship of the world, which issues in these quarrels and 
jealousies, is the very reverse of the friendship of God. 

iv. 7-10. An appeal to submit to God in humble re- 
pentance. 

vv. 11, 12. To speak evil of others is opposed to the 
law of the divine Judge. 

vv. 13-17; v. 1-6. Two stern warnings against the proud 
self-sufficiency of wealthy traders, and against the wanton- 
ness of the rich and their exploiting of the poor. 
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v. 7-11. An exhortation to sufferers to exercise un- 
murmuring patience, both because the Lord is soon 
coming, and because all trial has a divine purpose (réAos 
Kvupiov). 

v. 12. Swear not. 

vv. 13-18. The value of prayer, and in particular the 
healing value of the prayer of Church leaders with 
unction. 

vv. 19,20. The spiritual reward of reclaiming a wanderer 
from his errors. 

In ch. 1 there are some verbal links, and as far as iv. 6 
the ‘thread’ spoken of above is more or less discernible ; 
but after the appeal in iv. 7-10 the advice given is varied 


‘and quite miscellaneous. The epistle thus answers well to 


Ropes’ description? of it as an imitation of the diatribe, 
a homiletic exhortation which passed into popular use from 
the Cynics. 

Authorship. The writer names himself James, but we 
have no means whatever of identifying him. Tradition 
ascribes the epistle to the Lord’s brother, who was leader 
of the Church in Jerusalem, whose martyrdom at the hands 
of the Jews is variously assigned to the reigns of Nero? 
and of Vespasian.* During the growth of the canon a book 
that was not thought to be ‘apostolic’ had little chance of 
universal reception. And the fact that James was the 
brother of Jude, to whom an epistle was ascribed, might 
contribute to the growth of the tradition. But it was, in fact, 
very slow in attaining to canonical authority. No writer is 
known to have attributed it to the Lord’s brother before 
Origen,‘ and even he frequently quotes him quite loosely 
as ‘the apostle James’. And Eusebius (/oc. cit.) in the 


1 St, James (Internat. Crit. Comm.), p. 3. 

2 Joseph, Ant. xx. 9, followed by Jerome, De vir, illustr. 2. 
3 Heges. ap. Eus. H.£. ii. 23. 

4 In Rom. Lommatsch, vi. 286, 
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fourth century could still say only ‘it is said to be by 
James the Lord’s brother’. The tradition, therefore, rests 
on a somewhat slender foundation. And considerations 
can be urged against it : 

(1) The lack of early evidence and the slowness with 
which the epistle was received as canonical are unfavour- 
able to the idea that it was written by the head of the 
mother-Church of Christendom. 

(2) It is difficult to think that a brother of the Lord, who 
had become a believer in Him, writing certainly before 
A.D. 69—some think at a much earlier date—could have 
written without speaking of His death or resurrection (un- 
less a veiled reference to His death is to be seen in v. 6), 
and have contented himself with naming Him only twice 
(i. I; 11. 1—or only once, if, as is probable, the name in the 
latter passage is an interpolation. Although he refers to 
words of our Lord (see below), he shows little sign, such 
as we see in r Peter, of His ‘personal spell’. And the 
moralizings and aphorisms which are the principal feature 
of the book, while they are natural from the pen of a Juda- 
istic Christian, hardly seem to belong to the age of the 
Church’s first life and inspiration, marked by enthusiasm 
and charismata. In particular the gift of healing, which 
St. Paul says that the Spirit distributed to Christians as 
He willed (x Cor. xii. 9, 11, 28), has become, in this epistle, 
an official endowment of Church elders (v. 14 f.) 

(3) The language and style belong’ to a stage of literary 
ability and culture that could hardly be expected from 
a countryman of Galilee. The grandsons of Jude the 
brother of James, in the reign of Domitian, remained 
simple and hard-handed sons of the soil,! and it is difficult 
to think that the religious ascetic described by Hegesippus ? 
had so far outstripped the rest of the family, long before, in 
learning and thought. The author writes, not as a Pales- 

1 Heges. ap. Eus. H.E. iii. 20. A Op) eté, i, 33; 
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_ tinian, but as a Jew of the Dispersion. He not only knows 
' the LXX, and echoes the Wisdom literature of the Old 
Testament, but some of his thoughts and language are 
reminiscent of Alexandria} and his rpoydss ris yevécews 
(ili. 6) is possibly an echo of an Orphic phrase. His lan- 
guage is idiomatic, and his style shows signs of literary, 
Hellenistic art. He even uses an hexameter line, raécoa 
ddats dyabi Kal rav dépnpa rédevor (i. 17), which is probably a 
quotation from a Hellenistic author known to his readers. 
The question is whether the thoughts may have come from 
James the ascetic of Jerusalem, while the Greek in which 
they are expressed is the work of another. Wordsworth 
held that the epistle was a translation from the Aramaic ; 
and Burkitt? revives the theory. The original, he thinks, 
was an exhortation to a particular congregation, and the 
translator has turned it into a general epistle to the twelve 
tribes of the Dispersion. He points out that Hegesippus, 
in relating the martyrdom of St. James, speaks of ‘all the 
tribes’ coming to the Feast of the Passover ; and he holds 
that, if the translator was not Hegesippus himself, he was 
of the same community in Gentile Aelia Capitolina, and of 
the same tendencies. But it is easier to suppose that such 
a person was the author, not the translator, and that the 
epistle stood to St. James’ teaching in somewhat the 
same relation that St. Mark’s gospel stood to the Aramaic 
instructions of St. Peter. If he was the ‘interpreter’ of 
St. James it is easy to understand how the latter’s name 
was adopted by the writer. The theory that it was 
pseudonymous was already known to Jerome.* Moffatt 
doubts whether it was the name of James the Lord’s 
brother that the writer intended to assume, since ‘many 
indeed are called James’, as Jerome says in the same 


1 See N. T. Teaching in the Light of St. Paul’s, p. 108. 
2 Christian Beginnings, p. 69 f. 
8 De vir. ill. 2. 
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passage ; he asks why a pseudonymous Judaistic writer 
did not ‘make more of Paul’s opponent’. But if he was 
not arguing with St. James’ name as a handle, but simply 
expressing what he felt to be his mind, it was enough for 
his purpose to state his case in the plain, direct language 
of an authoritative teacher. Any one who knew the early 
conditions knew that St. James could not have written the 
epistle in its Greek shape, and yet it gradually acquired 
‘apostolic’ repute. 

Character of the Readers. ‘There were rich members 
as well as poor (i. 9-11; ii. 15). There was religiousness 
together with social snobbery (ii. 1-3); a desire to be 
thought religious, and to be teachers, together with an 
inability to control the tongue (i. 26; ill. 1-12; cf. iv. 11); 
and the ambition to be esteemed wise and understanding 
led to jealousy and a factious spirit (iii. 13-16; cf. v.9); and 
there was not only jealousy but bitter fightings and even 
murder! (iv. 1, 2), together with worldliness and pride 
(vv. 4-6), filthiness and overflowing of wickedness (i. 21).’? 
If the Christian congregations in any part of the empire 
answered to the description, an early date for the epistle is 
scarcely possible. Some have thought that it wasa Jewish 
writing with Christian interpolations. But apart fromi. 1; 
il. 1,3 the reminiscences of sayings of our Lord (see below) 
cannot be interpolations, and the Christianity of the writer 
gleams behind his words with a subdued light that no re- 
daction could produce. A Christian interpolator would 
almost certainly have added more, and his additions 
would have been more easily separable from the original. 
J. H. Moulton * suggested that James of Jerusalem wrote 

1 Perhaps the word is used metaphorically. 

? N.T. Teaching in the Light of St. Paul's, p. 89. 

* In the latter passage the words jay ’Inood Xpiorod are very likely a 
scribal addition which has made havoc of the syntax. 


* Sometime Professor of Hellenistic Greek at Manchester Univer- 
sity. Expositor, 7th series, iv. 44-55. 
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_ it for Jews, but in that case it must have been written in 
_ Aramaic. It is difficult, indeed, to think that Christians 
_ are directly addressed in the two stern warnings, beginning 
dye viv, to wealthy traders, and to the wanton rich who 
oppress the poor (iv. 13-17; v. 1-6). But the facts are 
probably best accounted for by supposing that a Hellenistic 
Christian wrote for both Jews and Christians. He wanted 
to describe for all alike the true principles of Christian 
- morality, his writing being called forth partly by sins to 
which Jews were especially prone, and partly by the anti- 
nomian spirit in Christian circles which grew out of a mis- 
understanding or perversion of St. Paul’s teaching on 
freedom. That is very different from the view that he 
was a Judaizer who deliberately attacked that teaching. 
But there was nothing in the epistle from which a good- 
minded Jew could not derive pleasure and profit. And 
several of his words and phrases—whether deliberately 
chosen for the purpose or not—are in fact capable of either 
a Jewish or a Christian interpretation; e.g. ‘The twelve 
tribes that are in the Dispersion’ (i. 1) would be under- 
stood literally by Jews, metaphorically by Christians. 
‘The Lord’ could refer either to Yahweh or to Christ 
(i. 7; iv. 10, 15; V. 7, 8,10, 11, 14, 15; in ili. 9; Vv. 4, it refers 
to Yahweh only). Our ‘begetting’ by God with the word 
of truth, that we might be, so to speak, a firstfruit of His 
creatures (i. 18) might be either the first creation (cf. the 
allusion in iii. 9 to Gen. i. 27) or the second, spiritual, 
Christian creation. ‘The perfect law, the law of liberty’ 
(i. 25; cf. Ps. cxix. 45), ‘the royal law according to the 
scriptural passage, Thou shalt love thy neighbour as thy- 
self’ (ii. 8), is the moral law thought of either as contained in 
the Pentateuch or as fulfilled by Christ. ‘The honourable 
Name which was called upon you’ (ii. 7) is in keeping 
with the Hebrew thought that Yahweh’s Name was ‘ called 
upon’ the nation, and on those who spiritually attached 
02 
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themselves to it (Amos ix. 12;! Is. lxiii. 19, &c.), while 
Christians would think of the Name called upon them at 
their Baptism when they were incorporated in the New 
Israel. ‘The elders of the ecclesia’ (v. 14) may, perhaps, be 
intended to refer only to Christian elders ; but that cannot 
be gathered from the expression itself. The word ecclesia, 
used in the LXX of the nation of Israel as a sacred 
assemblage, occurs in the same sense in Acts vil. 38, and 
it was not felt to be incongruous as placed in the mouth of 
our Lord (Matt. xviii. 17), a Jew speaking to Jews. ouvva- 
yoyh (ii. 2) could naturally be read by Jews as meaning 
‘synagogue’, if the word denotes a building; and it is 
found in early days used of a Christian church.? But 
it probably means simply ‘assembly’, ‘congregation’. 
‘Brother’ (i. 9; ii. 15; iv. 11) is frequent in Deuteronomy 
(xv. 3, 7,9, &c.), and ‘[my] brethren’ (i. 2+ 11 times) occurs 
in Gen. xxix. 4 and elsewhere. ‘The Parousia of the 
Lord’ (v. 7f.) and ‘the Judge standeth before the doors’ 
(v. 9) are expressions of Jewish no less than Christian 
eschatology. ‘Ye murdered the righteous man’ (v. 6) 
refers to the persecution of the poor and pious by the rich 
and worldly—a thought to which Jews had been accustomed 
for centuries. Christians would naturally think of the 
supreme instance of it, the death of Jesus. Beside am- 
biguous language, the author uses the Old Testament, but 
never in Christian polemic, or as predicting anything ful- 
filled in the Messiah or in Christianity ; the characters. to 
whom he refers—Abraham and Rahab (ii. 21-5), the 
prophets and Job (v. 10, rz), Elijah (v. 17, 18)—and all the 
passages which he quotes or echoes, are only supports and 
illustrations of his moral teaching and appeal. ‘He desires 
to prove nothing doctrinal, and to “ proselytize ” no one, but 
' Quoted in the speech of St. James as given in Acts xv. 17. 
? Eneycl. Bibl. 4833. 


* “My beloved brethren’ (i. 16, 19; ii: 5) has a more Christian 
sound. 
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to show that the highest standard of ethics for Jew and for 
Christian could be one and the same.’ 


Literary Connexions. 

(a) Synoptic Gospels. Parallels are found in utterances 
of our Lord; but the number of these has been greatly 
exaggerated. Plummer (Exfosztor’s Buble, St. James, 
pp. 310 ff.) gives a list of no less than nineteen in parallel 
columns, and six other references in Matt. i-iv. In most 
of them, while the moral teaching is akin, the language is 
quite different ; in a few the thought is wholly different 
though the passages happen to contain some verbal 
similarities. The clearest parallel is in v. 12: ‘ But before 
all things, my brethren, swear not, neither by heaven (rév 
ovpavéy) nor by earth nor by any other oath, but let your 
Yea be Yea, and your Nay Nay, that ye fall not under 
judgment.’ Matt. v. 34-7: ‘But I say unto you not to 
swear at all, neither by heaven (év 7 odpavé), because it is 
God’s throne, nor by earth, because it is the city of the 
great King.... But let your speech (Adéyos) be Yea, Yea, 
Nay, Nay; and what is superfluous beyond these is of the 
evil one.’ The differences forbid a direct literary con- 
nexion with Ma#t., but the author of our epistle evidently 
knew the /ogion in a form in which it was orally current. 
And if he knew one he probably knew others: e.g. the 
contrast of hearing and doing the word, illustrated by 
a simile (i. 22 f. = Matt. vii. 24, 26); the poor as heirs of the 
kingdom (ii. 5 = Lk. vi. 20); peacemakers (movofowv eipyynv 
iii. 18 = elpnvomoot Matt. v. 9). And his general attitude 
towards wealth is similar to that of several sayings recorded 
in Luke. But the only conclusion to be drawn from these, 
or any other, parallels is that he was in contact with circles 
in which sayings of the Lord were becoming common 
property, and were moulding Christian language. 

(b) Acts xv. 14-21, 23-9. Stress has sometimes been laid 
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on the parallels with the speech and letter ascribed to 
St. James as a sign of identity of authorship. They are as 
follows: ‘Men, brethren, hear me’ (v. 14) = ‘Hear, my 
beloved brethren’ (Jas. ii. 5). ‘Greeting’ (xafpeiv) v. 23 = 
Jas. i. 1. And the words xpivewy, émirxérrecOat, and éxdé- 
yeoOat occur in both, but the force is different in each case. 
On the other hand, in v. 19 émiorpépeu (act.) is intransitive 
while in James (v. 19, 20) it is transitive. yxafpew is the 
ordinary Greek salutation at the opening of a letter (cf. 
Acts xxiii. 26), and the other parallels amount to nothing 
at all. 

(c) z Cor., Gal., Rom. In the first two of these epistles 
Moffatt notes the following parallels: Jas. i. 26, ‘If anyone 
think himself to be religious = 1 Cor. iil. 18, ‘If anyone 
think himself to be wise’, Gal. vi. 3 ‘— to be anything’. 
Jas. ii. 5,‘ Hath not God chosen the poor in the world’ 
= 1 Cor. i. 27, ‘God chose the foolish things of the world’. 
Jas. ili. 15, ‘Wisdom that is not from above, but is puyi«y = 
1 Cor. il. 14, ‘ The wuyixds &vOpwros’. Jas. iv. 4f,, ‘ Friend- 
ship of the world is enmity against God’, ‘The spirit... 
yearneth unto envy’ = Gal. v. 17, ‘ The flesh lusteth against 
the spirit, and the spirit against the flesh’. Jas. ii. 8-12, 
the thought of love to one’s neighbour as the fulfilment 
of the law is found in Gal. v.14; Rom. xiii. 8f. (But see 
also Matt. xxil. 37-40.) 

In eomans Moffatt’s parallels are: Jas.i.2-4, Rejoice in 
trials because ‘the doxéuiov of your faith worketh endurance 
(sropovyy)’ = Rom. v. 3-5, Let us boast in afflictions, be- 
cause ‘affliction worketh endurance, and endurance doxipiy, 
and doxipyy hope’. Jas. i. 6, ‘Let him ask in faith, nothing 
doubting (S:axpivéuevos)’ = Rom. iv. 20, ‘He doubted not 
(od dtexpfOm) at the promise through unbelief’. Jas. i. 22, 
‘Be ye doers of the word, and not hearers only, deluding 
your own selves’ = Rom. ii. 13, ‘For not the hearers of 
law are righteous with God, but the doers of law shall be 
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justified’. Jas. ii, 11, the thought that one commandment 


is as important to keep as another appears quite differently 
_ expressed in Rom. ii. 22-5. Jas. ii. 21, ‘Was not Abraham 


our father justified by works?’ = Rom. iv. 1. Jas. iv. 4, 7, 
‘The friendship of the world is enmity against God’. 
‘Be subject therefore unto God’ = Rom. viii. 7, ‘The mind 
of the flesh is enmity against God, for it is not subject to 
the law of God’. Jas. iv. 11, to judge one’s neighbour is 
to judge law = Rom. ii. 1, to judge one’s neighbour is to 
judge oneself. 

Sanday and Headlam ! omit two of these, Jas. ii. 11 and 
iv. 4, 7, but add Jas. 1. 21, ‘ Putting off all filthiness, &c.’ = 
Rom. xiii. 12, ‘ Let us therefore put off the works of dark- 
ness’. Jas. iv. 1, ‘your pleasures which war in your 
numbers’ = Rom. vii. 23, ‘I see another law in my mem- 
bers warring against the law of my mind’. And further 
resemblances are collected by Mayor.? But direct literary 
indebtedness is hardto prove. Both writers probably refer 
to current Jewish discussions, and the author of James very 
likely found it necessary to utter a warning against an 
antinomian tendency fostered by a misunderstanding or 
misrepresentation of St. Paul’s teaching on salvation ‘apart 
from works of the law’. At most, therefore, it is possible 
to acquiesce in Moffatt’s vague phrase that our author 
‘draws upon the conceptions which Paul had already 
minted for the primitive Church’. 

(d) z Peter. In this case the literary connexion is much 
clearer. Jas. i. 1, the address to those in the Diaspora = 
t Pet. i. 1; Jas. i. of. rd Soxiuiov dpev ris micTews * in con- 
nexion with weipacpot = 1 Pet.1.6f. ; Jas. ill. 17, dvumdkpiros 
= 1 Pet. i. 22; Jas. i. 27, domdos = 1 Pet. 1. 19; Jas. 1. 25, 


1 Romans, p. |xxviii. 2 St. James, p. xciii. 

$ i.e. ‘what is genuine in your faith’ (Hort, 1 Peter, p. 42). For 
parallels from the papyri see Moulton and Milligan, Vocabulary of the 
Gk. Test., s.v. Soxipuos. 
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mapaxtnrev = 1 Pet. i. 12; Jas. v. 20, the quotation from 
Prov. x. 12 in a peculiar form =1 Pet. iv. 8. And the 
following parallels in thought may be noted: Jas. i. 18, ‘He 
brought us to birth by the word of truth’ =1 Pet. i. 23, 
‘begotten again (cf. v. 3)... of the word of the living and 
abiding God’; Jas. i. 21, ‘ putting off all filthiness ... re- 
ceive the inborn word’ =1 Pet. ii. 1f., ‘ putting off all 
wickedness . . . long for the Aoyrxdy ddoAov ydda ; Jas. iv. I, 
‘your pleasures which war in your members’ = 1 Pet. i. 
11, ‘your fleshly lusts which war against the soul’; Jas. ili. 
13, ‘a good dvacrpopy ’, ‘meekness of wisdom’ = 1 Pet. il. 
2, 4, ‘your pure dvacrpogy’, ‘a quiet and meek spirit’ ; 
Jas. i. 12, ‘he shall receive the crown of life’ = 1 Pet. v. 4, 
‘ye shall be rewarded with the unfading crown of glory’ ; 
Jas. iv. 6f. the quotation from Prov. ili. 34, followed by 
submission to God and resistance to the devil = 1 Pet. v. 
5 f.,8; Jas. iv. 10, ‘Humble yourselves before the Lord and 
He will exalt you’ = 1 Pet. v. 6, ‘Humble yourselves there- 
fore under the mighty hand of God that He may exalt you 
in due season’. 

There is very little to indicate on which side the indebted- 
ness lies; but perhaps the scale is turned by the first 
passage. It is probable that the general expression ‘the 
twelve tribes that are in the Diaspora’ (Jas. i. 1) is 
borrowed from the more specific geographical description 
investi. 5 

Date. On the assumption that the author was James 
the Lord’s brother’ an early and a later date have been 
assigned to the epistle. Mayor (of. ct.) and others would 
place it before the Council of Jerusalem (Acts xv), ‘as 
otherwise it must have contained some reference to the 
question, which was then agitating the Diaspora, as to the 


’ On the different traditions as to his date, a.p. 62 or c. 69, see 
Schirer, Zhe Jewish People in the Time of Jesus Christ (transl. of fifth 
edition, Macpherson, 1go2), Div. I. vol. ii, p. 186 f. 
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admission of Gentiles into the Church’, and because 
St. Paul’s epistles are directed against mistakes to which 
our epistle gave a handle. The latter is more than doubt- 
ful (see above); and the former can be explained as well 
by a late date as by an early one. The same reasoning 
would place before the Council most of the books of the 
New Testament! Hort,! Parry,? and others date it c. 62-5, 
allowing time for the author to have known some of 
St. Paul’s epistles, and accounting for ‘the development of 
the Christian conscience, social and individual’ (Parry) 
which it shows. 

If, on the other hand, the author is unknown and sub- 
apostolic, the zerminus ad quem must be supplied by external 
evidence. Some have found echoes in Clement Rom., ad 
Corinth., ‘ Because of faith and hospitality a son was given to 
him [Abraham] in his old age’ (x. 7). ‘ Because of faith and 
hospitality Rahab the harlot was saved’ (xii.1). But these 
are not written in order to balance the teaching of St. Paul 
and St. James. Clement only gives a list of examples on 
which we should ‘fix our eyes’. Enoch was ‘found 
righteous in obedience’. ‘ Noah, being found faithful, by 
his ministration preached regeneration unto the world.’ 
Abraham was ‘found faithful in that he rendered obedience 
to the word of God’. ‘Because of hospitality and godli- 
ness Lot was saved from Sodom.’ 

Similarly in ch. xxxi: ‘Wherefore was our father 
Abraham blessed? Was it not because he wrought 
righteousness and truth through faith?’ This is only 
noted as one among the records of the blessings received 


1 Judatstic Christianity, p.148f. He accepts the genuineness of the 
reference in Jos. Ani. xx. ix. 1 to the death of James ‘the brother of 
him who is called Christ’, and the date, a.p. 62, which it implies; 
and he thinks that the epistle was written not long before, because 
of the references to persecution in i. 2; v. Io. 

2 Vice-Master, Trinity College, Cambridge. A Discussion of the 
General Epistle of James (1903). 
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by the patriarchs, without the least indication of the influence 
of our epistle. The reference in xxiii. 3 and Jas. i. 8 is 
to a common source, ?E/dad and Modad; that in xxx. 2 
and Jas. iv. 6 (1 Pet. v. 5) to Prov. iii. 34; and that in 
xlix. 5 and Jas. v. 20 (1 Pet. iv. 8) to Prov. x. 12. Apart 
from these, the few verbal parallels which can be found 
are no evidence of literary connexion: they belong to 
the common language of hortatory moralizings. The 
editors of The New Testament in the Apostolic Fathers 
(1905) do not so much as mention a point of comparison 
between the two writings. The earliest author in whose 
work they find marked traces of our epistle is Hermas, 
c. 130 A.D. They cannot, indeed, place it higher than 
class C, indicating a low, but not the lowest, degree of 
probability of the use of the epistle, but they conclude, 
‘Although the passages which point to dependence on 
James fail to reach, when taken one by one, a high degree 
of probability, yet collectively they present a fairly strong 
case’ (p. 113). 

If, then, our epistle was influenced by z Pefer, and itself 
influenced the Shepherd of Hermas, the limits of date are 
c. 67 and 130, and there is no external evidence to reduce 
the period. But since the tone of the writer and the 
character of the readers give the impression of a late rather 
than an early date, it is hardly safe to place it before the 
end of the first century. 


§ 2. I Peter 


Contents. Two threads of thought are intertwined 
throughout the epistle. (1) Hopeful endurance under 
trial, because trial leads to glory and joy. ‘The temper 
inculcated by Peter, in view of suffering, is not a grey, 
close-lipped stoicism, but a glow of exultation such as 
Jesus (Matt. v. 11f) and Paul (Rom. v. 3f.) had already 
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_ counselled. Christians can only be patient under their 
trials by being more than patient’ (Moffatt). (2) This 
. ‘more than patience’ includes holiness and innocence of 
life. These two thoughts are combined with a free 
simplicity which forbids any formal analysis of the epistle. 
Further, the first portion i-ii. 10 is coloured throughout by 
the thought—not, as in St. Paul, that Christians have 
taken the place of a rejected Israel, but—that Christians 
are Israel in the true form for which it was divinely 
destined. The following summary will show the alter- 
nation of the two thoughts of Christian endurance and 
Christian conduct. 

i. 1, 2. Opening salutation to Christians in Asia Minor as 
the true Diaspora. 

3-12. The glory which follows trial is the salvation of 
Christians as the New Israel, to which they have been 
begotten anew, and to which the Old Testament pointed. 

13-21. Live, then, as the New Israel should, who have 
been redeemed by the blood of Christ the Lamb without 
blemish. 

22-5. In particular, having been begotten anew, love 
one another. 

ii. 1-10. And being new born desire the pure spiritual 
milk, and grow as a building into union with Christ the 
Foundation, who was foretold in the Old Testament, as 
also was your call to be His sacred people. 

ii. 11-iii. 7. An appeal to show a good manner of life 
before pagans (vv. 11, 12) is particularized in the duties of 
subjects (vv. 13-17), slaves enduring suffering with Christian 
patience (vv. 18-25), wives (ili. 1-6), husbands (vz. 7). 

iii. 8-22. Christian social virtues (v. 8) are to be combined 
with endurance under suffering (vv. 9-17), because Christ 
gave us the example (v. 18), and in view of the crisis fore- 
shadowed by the deluge (vv. 19-22). 

1 Introd. Lit, N. T., p. 319, note 2. 
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iv. 1-11. For these reasons pagan sins must be avoided 
(vv. 1-6), and Christians must show love and mutual 
helpfulness (vv. 7-11). 

12-19. Suffer in fellowship with Christ with true 
Christian endurance, and not as a consequence of evil 
doing. 

v. 1-5. Appeal to elders in the performance of their 
office ; appeal to younger men and toall Christians to show 
humility. 

6-11. Closing moral exhortations in the face of suf- 
fering. 

12-14. Personal details, and conclusion. 

Destination and Readers. The epistle is addressed to 
‘elect sojourners of the Dispersion in Pontus, Galatia, 
Cappadocia, Asia, and Bithynia’” (i. 1), which means 
Christians who are the true Israel dispersed in the 
provinces mentioned. If it is to be understood from v. 13 
that the writer was actually in Babylon, the geographical 
order of the names is more than surprising. See Hort, 
I St. Peter, pp. 6, 167f.1 The whole of the valuable chapter 
(pp. 157-84) on the provinces of Asia Minor should be read. 
Following Ewald, he explains that if ‘Babylon’ means 
Rome (which became a common precaution when perse- 
cution began), the writer could think of the bearer of the 
epistle as landing at a port in Pontus, travelling through 
[northern] Galatia, probably via Ancyra its capital, or 
perhaps Tavium, into Cappadocia, no doubt to its capital 
Caesarea; then westward along the great Ephesus road 
into Asia; and finally northward through Bithynia, to take 
ship either at some Bithynian port or where he had landed 
in Pontus. ‘In thus following by natural and simple 
routes the order of provinces which stands in the first 
sentence of the epistle, Silvanus would be brought into 

a eee also Salmon, Jntrod. N. T., p. 440 f., and Lightfoot, Clement, ii, 
p. 49r f. 
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contact with every considerable district north of the Taurus 


_ in which there is reason to suppose that Christian commu- 
_ nities would be found.’ 


An alternative theory must not be ruled out as impos- 
sible—that St. Peter avoided writing to districts in which 
St. Paul had laboured. If the ‘South-Galatian’ theory of 
St. Pauls activities (see pp. 129-33) is accepted, and if we 
may suppose Silvanus to have travelled not by the high road 
but by some less frequented route from Cappadocia into 
the northern portion of the province of Asia, then the 
destination of the epistle was a circuit of districts in the 
northern half of Asia Minor, all St. Paul’s fields of mission- 
ary work being omitted. St. Peter himself had probably 
not preached in the districts to which he writes; see i. 12. 
But in any case there had been plenty of time since 
St. Paul’s work in the south of the peninsula for Chris- 
tianity to have spread to the north by the work of other 
missionaries, as that passage shows. And this in turn might 
account for the absence ofall reference to St. Paul—a saluta- 
tion from him if he was alive, or a mention of his martyrdom 
if he was dead—which some have found surprising. 

That the bulk of the readers were Gentiles is evident. 
Before conversion they had lived in their ‘former lusts in 
their ignorance’ (i. 14). They had been called out of 
darkness into God’s light ; they had once been ‘ not God’s 
people’ but were now ‘God’s people’, once ‘not pitied’ 
but now ‘pitied’ (ii. 9, 10, adapted from Hos. i. 10; ii. 23; 
cf. Rom. ix. 25f.). Their former manner of life handed 
down from their ancestors (i. 18) was the pagan manner of 
life. And this meant ‘doing the will of the Gentiles, 
walking in lasciviousness, lusts, wine bibbings, revellings, 
carousings, and abominable idolatries ’ (iv. 3, 4). 

Literary Connexions. There is clear evidence for the 
author’s dependence on Romans; it is drawn out with the 
use of parallel columns by Sanday and Headlam, Romans, 
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pp. Ixxiv ff., to which the reader is referred. The connexion 
with Ephesians, which has been discussed on p. 158 f., is less 
striking, but it is difficult to deny it. That with James is 
clearer; see p. 199f. But the relation which has been 
claimed to exist with z, 2 Timothy, Titus is very hard to 
discover. The passage on the dress and behaviour of 
women in 1 Pet. iii. 1-6 may be compared with that in 
1 Tim. ii. 9-11 ; and the appeal to presbyters in 1 Pet. v. 1-4 
with the description of a good émicxozos to guide Titus in 
his choice of presbyters, Tit. i. 5-9. But these are not 
enough to prove literary dependence. On Hebrews see 
Moffatt, of. czt., p. 440. 

Of uncanonical writers Polycarp certainly, and Clement 
Rom. possibly, knew our epistle. See The N.T. in the 
Apost. Fathers, pp. 86-9 and 55-7. The use of it by 
Polycarp is stated by Eusebius, H. £. iv. 14. 

Authorship and Date. The epistle was therefore written 
after Romans and before Ef. Polycarp, i.e. between 
A.D. 50-7 and 115. If it was written after Ephesians and 
before Clement ad Corinth., the period is narrowed to 
A.D. 61-3 to 96. But within these thirty-five years or so 
opinions differ among those who accept the Petrine author- 
ship. There is a general agreement that the early tradition 
was correct that St. Peter and St. Paul were martyred at 
Rome. But it is not certain that they met their death 
at the same time. Harnack? believes it on the strength of 
Clem. Cor. 6: ‘To these men [St. Peter and St. Paul]... 
was gathered a vast multitude of the elect, who through 
many indignities and tortures . . . became a_ splendid 
example among us.’ But the words prove no more than 
that the two apostles and the vast multitude suffered death 
in the same persecution. Lightfoot? thinks that St. Peter 
died in the year 64 at the outbreak of the Neronian 
persecution, St. Paul in 67. To the present writer it 


1 Chronologie, pp. 708 ff. 2 Clement, ii, pp. 497f. 
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seems more probable that the dates should be exactly 
reversed. Swete? places St. Paul’s death as the earlier, 
and St. Peter’s in 70 or even later. He holds that St. Peter 
must have written after St. Paul’s death because some of 
the communities to whom he wrote ‘were distinctly 
Pauline churches and had received letters from St. Paul 
during his imprisonment’, that Silvanus, who carried the 
epistle, was a well-known colleague of St. Paul, and that 
it contained reminiscences of Romans and Ephesians. But 
these considerations do not of themselves require a date 
later than 67. To place it, as he does, in the eighth decade, 
or (Ramsay 2) in 80, is to abandon the theory that St. Peter 
suffered under Nero, and could be justified only if it were 
certain that the descriptions of the readers’ sufferings 
implied a systematic persecution such as is not known 
to have begun in Asia before 70. 

The theory that St. Peter was not the author presents 
difficulties. (1) An examination of 2 Peter, which was 
certainly pseudonymous (see p. 235f.), shows the methods 
which could be adopted to give colour to the use of his 
name; ‘the apostle is made to speak prophetically of 
a future age, stress is laid on his qualifications as an 
eye-witness of Jesus, and an irenical allusion to Paul 
occurs’ (Moffatt *). In z Peter there is a marked absence 
of any such stress on the apostle’s claims or qualifications. 
Moreover, pseudonymity is a device mostly adopted when 
a writer has a specific purpose for which he borrows the 
authority of a greater name; he denounces a heresy, or 
teaches a particular doctrine or belief, or lays down rules 
for Church life or organization. But there is no sign of 
that in this epistle of grace and hope. The Tubingen 
theory, that it represents an attempt to mediate irenically 


1 St. Mark, p. xvii f. 
2 The Church in the Roman Empire, pp. 279 ff. 
8 Intr. Lit. N. T., p- 335. 
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between the hostile Petrine and Pauline factions in the 
Church, has been almost universally abandoned. (2) The 
name Silvanus was known in Christian tradition only as 
that of a close companion of St. Paul. He is not, of 
course, necessarily the Silas of the Acts; but since it 
would be natural for the readers of the epistle to identify 
them, it is one of the last names that a pseudonymous _ 
writer would have selected to play the part of amanuensis  _ 
to St. Peter (v. 12). (3) The order of the geographical 
names in i. 1, which is admirably explained, as shown 
above, if the bearer of the epistle was to carry it to definite 
districts on a circular route beginning and ending with 
Pontus, is inexplicable if the writing is an open letter to 
the Church at large. 

It may be added that there are slight but important 
indications that the author was a disciple of the Lord. If 
there is a marked absence of any stress on the apostle’s 
claims and qualifications, yet hints are not wanting.) In 
the same sentence in which he joins himself modestly 
with the elders as their ‘fellow-elder’, he claims to be 
a ‘witness (uéprus) of the sufferings of Christ, and a partaker 
in the glory that is about to be revealed’. Christ’s suffer- 
ings and resurrection and exaltation (cf. i. 11) formed the 
main substance of the early Christian message published 
on the authority of the apostolic witnesses. On the other 
hand, His earthly life and teaching did not at first occupy 
a large place in it, as the speeches in the Acts show; and 
the absence of detailed references to them is rather a sign 
of early date than the reverse. Some who place the 
epistle late, strangely understand the pseudonymous writer 
as referring to St. Peter as a ‘martyr’, who had already 


* Not much weight can be attached to the words ‘ whom not having 
seen ye love’ (i. 8), as though they distinguish the readers from the 
writer who dad seen Jesus Christ. With the exception of i. 3 (jay, 


jas) and iv. 17 (ad? 4) the second person plural is used throughout 
the epistle. 
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partaken in the consequent glory. But to write under the 
-apostle’s name, and yet to refer to his martyrdom, would 
be a self-contradiction and a blunder too great for any 
writer to commit. 

The words ‘ gird yourselves (éyxouBdoac6e) with humility’ 
(v. 5) may be an allusion—not, indeed, to the wording, but— 
to the event recorded in John xiii. 4. And the injunction 
to ‘shepherd the flock of God’ recalls the incident in 
John xxi. 15-17. The numerous echoes of our Lord’s 
teaching, which Bp. Chase? finds in the epistle, are not 
so striking as those in James. There are a few which 
may be reminiscences. But a later writer who knew the 
synoptic Gospels would probably have represented St. Peter 
as using them to a greater extent than he has. 

The objections to the Petrine authorship are mainly as 
follows: Harnack? rejects it partly on the ground that no 
writer before Irenaeus (c. 180) names St. Peter as the 
author. But feeling the difficulties of the pseudonymous 
theory he suggests that the body of the epistle (1. 3—-v. 11) 
was written by some Christian teacher at Rome (McGiffert,® 
who agrees with him, suggests Barnabas) between 83 and 
93, or possibly earlier; and the opening and closing 
sentences (i. 1, 2 and v. 12-14) were added later, between 
150 and 175; so that we have no means of knowing 
whether the main portion was originally an epistle or not. 
Finding resemblances between these sentences and 2 Peter 
he thinks that the writer of the latter may have been the 
interpolator. The improbabilities of the theory are pointed 
out by Bp. Chase (of. cet, p. 786). Other theories of exten- 
sive interpolations in an originally non-Petrine homily to 

1 Hastings’ D. B. iii, p. 787 f. 

2 Chronologie, pp. 457 ff. 

8 History of Christianity in the Apostolic Age, p. 599. Bornemann 
(Zeitschr. f. d. neutest. Wiss., xix. 143-65) goes farther, and finds in 
i. 3-v. 11 a baptismal sermon delivered by Silvanus in Asia Minor, 
about go, with close affinities with Psalm xxxiv. 
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produce a Petrine epistle are less probable without the 
merit of ingenuity. 

A more serious objection arises in connexion with the 
style and language of the writing. Bp. Chase (p. 781 f,) 
notes that the author has an intimate knowledge of the 
Septuagint, that he uses a considerable number of words 
and expressions which do not occur elsewhere in the New 
Testament, and which may briefly be described as classical, 
and a remarkable series of words for which there seems to 
be no earlier or contemporary authority; also that within 
certain limits he had a very considerable appreciation of, 
and power over, the characteristic usages of Greek, which 
is confirmed ‘when we note the delicacy and accuracy of 
his perception in regard to the rhythmical arrangement 
of words, the use of synonyms, and the arrangement of 
tenses, prepositions’, &c. The question arises whether 
a fisherman, brought up in bilingual Galilee, could or 
could not have gained, in the course of years, this command 
of the Greek language and knowledge of the Septuagint, 
although Aramaic was his native language (cf. Matt. xxvi. 
73). The question does not admit of a confident answer. 
If, however, other indications told strongly against the 
Petrine authorship, the style and language would add to 
their weight. But if, as it seems to the present writer, the 
Petrine authorship is on other accounts more probable than 
not, we must either credit St. Peter with this literary 
ability, or put it down to the account of Silvanus. The 
latter seems to be the more likely. Silvanus may only 
have improved St. Peter’s Greek, or he may have played 
the more important part of virtually writing the epistle 
himself when St. Peter had expressed his thoughts to him 
in outline. 

A third objection of a different kind is drawn from the 
words of iv. 16: ‘but if (any one suffer) as a Christian let 
him not be ashamed, but let him glorify God in this name.’ 


I PETER arr 


This is thought to mean that the readers in Asia Minor 
were suffering official persecution for the name ‘ Christian’, 
of which we do not possess actual evidence before the 
time of Trajan. His reply to Pliny’s letter (a.p. 112) is 
the first imperial pronouncement known to us of Rome’s 
attitude to Christianity ; but it was clearly a pronounce- 
ment for the needs of the moment, and not an initiation of 
policy. Pliny, as his letter shows, had already tried repres- 
sive measures. And Christianity, as soon as it was seen 
to be distinct from Judaism, lost the advantage of being 
coupled with a religio licita, and was necessarily illegal. 
This had come about, not by edict, but by the force of 
circumstances, the fall of Jerusalem and the hostility of 
Jews to Christians. The latter had been active from the 
first. The nickname ‘ Christian’ was flung at them from 
an early date (Acts xi. 26). And whatever reason Nero 
might give for his persecution, it would be to the Christians 
themselves a suffering for Christ, or for the name of Christ.! 
Moreover, the epistle contains no indication that the readers 
were in a persecution which involved martyrdom. The 
state of things reflected in ii. 18-25 ; iii. 13-17 is comparable 
with the condition of the readers of Hebrews, who had not 
yet ‘resisted unto blood’. They were suffering—and 
Christian slaves in particular—from hostility which might 
frequently be shown them by Jewish or pagan opponents 
(cf. Acts v. 41 ; 1x. 16; xv. 26; xxi. 13; Phil.i.29). If Pliny 
could describe the Christians of Bithynia as odium humanz 
generis, private malice and persecution must have been 
their lot long before. See Mk. xi. 9-13, probably 
written in Palestine at about the same time as z Peter. 
It is not easy to decide to what extent, if at all, official 
punitive measures had begun to be taken in Asia Minor 
when the epistle was written. They had almost certainly 


1 See the discussion of the whole question by Merrill, Essays in 
Early Christian History, 1924, chs. 3, 4. 
P2 
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begun at Rome, since the cryptic ‘Babylon’ had come into 
use (v- 13)! On the other hand, they do not appear to have 
been extended systematically over the empire, or the injunc- 
tion in il. 13-17, to honour governours as sent by the 
emperor for the punishment of evildoers and the praise of 
welldoers, could hardly have been written. 

A date about 67, just before St. Peter’s death and after 
St. Paul’s, seems, on the whole, to satisfy the requirements 
best, and is adopted by the majority of English scholars. 
Christians at the capital were still feeling the after-effects 
of Nero’s mad outburst, but at the outskirts of the empire 
they were at peace so far as official persecution was 
concerned. 


§ 3. Hebrews 


Purpose. The occasion of this writing, as of z Peter, 
was the readers’ need of encouragement in the face of 
trouble. They were suffering tribulation for their faith, 
though it had not actually reached the point of martyrdom 
(xii. 4), and the author tries to rouse them to hold firmly to 
their Christian stedfastness. Their danger, however, was 
not merely despondency but religious apostasy ; and he 
therefore supports his appeal by means of a carefully 
composed doctrinal argument, the various stages of which 
lead up successively to exhortations and warnings. In the 
sufferings which had come upon them, their dullness and 
denseness of faith and understanding were letting them 
drift towards the point of spiritual shipwreck, and he aimed 
at putting before them a presentation of Christ and Chris- 
tianity such as would brace them to spiritual effort. 

The doctrinal argument? is shaped under the influence of 
Alexandrian, and ultimately of Platonic, thought. There 
is an antithesis between that which is Real, the heavenly 


' Unless v. 12-14 is a later addition. 
* See the writer’s New Testament Teaching, pp. 222-6. 
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Idea permanent and perfect, and the earthly ‘copy’ (ix. 23), 
‘shadow’ (x. 1), ‘copy and shadow’ (viii. 5), ‘figure’ (ix. 9), 
‘type’ (ix. 24) which is imperfect, inadequate, transitory. 
The latter is seen in the sacrificial religion and priesthood 
of the Old Testament, and in the whole economy of God’s 
people Israel: the former in Christianity. This does not 
mean, however, that the Real is merely substituted for the 
copy, but that the copy became obsolete when the heavenly 
Ideal was realized, actualized, in Christ and Christianity. 
The author says, in effect, That which is perfect is come, 
and if you fall away from it you lose everything. If it was 
perilous to disobey and disbelieve the divine message as 
imperfectly revealed in the Mosaic system, how much more 
perilous now that it is perfectly revealed in the ideal 
Christian system. On the other hand, if you hold firmly 
to your confidence and faith you enjoy all that is contained 
in the Ideal. 

Contents. Many different analyses of the epistle have 
been offered by commentators, but they often fail to 
present it as a literary whole, and an organic unity. Some 
writers speak of ‘digressions’ and ‘parentheses’ as though 
the main outline would have been complete without them. 
This results from regarding the writing as primarily a 
doctrinal treatise, in the course of which the author takes 
the opportunity, at frequent intervals, of improving the 
occasion by homiletic exhortation. But even when it is 
recognized that the exhortations are as essential to the 
plan as the doctrinal portions, and that the former are 
throughout the ground and purpose of the latter,’ another 
feature of the epistle is seldom explained, 1. e. the repetition 
both of doctrinal statements and of exhortations. The best 
analysis known to the present writer is that of von Haering? 


1 This is well shown by B. Weiss, Texte u. Untersuchungen, vol. 
XXXV, IQIO. 
2 Professor of Theology at Tiibingen. 
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in the Zedtschrift f. d. neutest. Wissenschaft, xvii, pp. 145- 
63. He refers to von Soden’s fourfold division of the 
epistle,! corresponding broadly to the fourfold division of 
a discourse which was conventional among ancient rhetori- 
cians :? 1. mpoofpov mpds edvoray, leading up to the rpddeors. 
2. Sipynois mpos mOavérnra. 3. amddegis mpds edo. 
4. éridoyos. And while the contents of the epistle are very 
different from those of a conventional discourse, he divides 
it as follows : 

A. The proormion (i. 1-iv. 13) leads up to the main thesis 
(iv. 14-16) which is expressed in a simple and undeveloped 
form. 

B. The dvégesis (v. 1-vi. 20) is a preliminary treatment of 
the doctrinal theme, followed by a preliminary exhortation. 

C. The afoderxis (vii. 1-x. 18) is a fuller treatment of the 
doctrinal theme. 

D. The efilogos (x. 19-xili. 21) is a fuller exhortation. 

A. The greatness of the final revelation which Christ 
brought, and of the salvation which He wrought, are due 
to His greatness as ‘Apostle’ and ‘High Priest’. Corre- 
spondingly great is the responsibility of despising, dis- 
believing, falling away from, Him and His salvation 
(i. I-Iv. 13). 

(a) The Son, Heir of all things, is the Bringer of the final 
revelation, and performs the High Priestly function of 
cleansing away sin (i. 1-3). The uniqueness of His office 
and Person measured by comparison with the angels, the 
bringers of the Old Testament revelation (cf. ii. 2), and the 
proof from Scripture (i. 4-14). 

(6) Exhortation to take heed to this unique revelation 
(il. 1-4). 


* In the Handkommentar zum n.T. (Freiburg, 1890). 

* The rhetorical care with which it was written is evident. Blass 
even prints it in oriyo as rhythmical, a striking example of Kunst- 
prosa. 
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(c) The temporary subordination to the angels, which 


_ seems to conflict with the superiority, was the very means 


of His exaltation, that by the subordination He might 
become the archégos of our salvation, being identified 
with man. This is proved from Scripture (ii. 5-9). 
The reason why this was the means, befitting God (v. 10), 
to such an end—because to bring many sons to glory 
the Son must take blood and flesh to rescue them, and 
to have sympathy with men as a merciful and faithful 
High Priest (vv. 10-18). [Thus the consideration of the 
greatness of the Son as the Bringer of revelation leads 
dialectically to His worth as High Priest, and so the thesis 
of iv. 14-16 is prepared for. ] 

(dz) Exhortation combining the thoughts of ‘ Apostle’ and 
‘High Priest’, all that has been said being completed by 
reference to Moses, the Old Testament Apostle and High 
Priest. Like him in faithfulness Christ is superior to him 
as the Preparer of the house is greater than the house, and 
the son thanthe servant. Therefore on our faithful holding 
to the hope depends our belonging to the house (iii. 1-6). 
[And so His faithfulness is the motive and force of 
ours. | 

Exhortation which takes content and colour from the 
leading thought of the prootmzon of the Son as Bringer of 
revelation. Refuse not the word which Christianity receives 
from Psalm xcv. 7f. (lil. 7-iv. 13). 

Thesis. The heavenly High Priesthood of the Son, 
whose greatness does not alienate us from Him, because 
He was tempted as we are, and can sympathize with us, is 
the ground of our free, bold access to the Throne of grace 
to obtain help (iv. 14-16). 

B. Preliminary treatment of the thesis (v. 1-vi. 20). 

(a) Preliminary treatment of the Son’s High Priesthood, 
to which the Old Testament pointed (v. 1-10): 

His priestly function (v. 1). [In section C the functions 
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are placed second (viii. 1-x. 18), and the qualifications 

first (vii). See v. 1 repeated in viii. 3.] 

His priestly qualifications, which are twofold: 

Sympathy with men because He shares human 
nature (v. 2f., 7-9). 

Distinction from men because (like Aaron) He is 
called by God, His call being ‘according to the 
order of Melchisedek’ (vv. 4f., Io). 

(6) Preliminary exhortation (v. I1-vi. 20). 

Rebuke of the undeveloped state of the readers towards 
the truth of Christ’s High Priesthood (v. 11-14). Exhorta- 
tion to develop (vi. 1-3). Warning that no second repen- 
tance is possible (vv. 4-8). [Parallel to x. 26-31.] Ground 
for hope: God will consider their behaviour in the past 
(vi. 9-12). [Parallel to x. 32-9.] The spurring thought of 
the certainty of God’s sworn promise (vi. 13-20). [vi. 20 
takes up the Melchisedek priesthood again. ] 

C. Fuller treatment of the thesis, showing the meaning 
of Christ’s High Priesthood as the mediation of the New 
Diathéké (vii. 1-x. 18). 

(a) His priestly qualifications (vii. 1-28). 

What the Melchisedek priesthood means: a priesthood 
for ever (vv. 1-3). 

It is greater than the Levitical priesthood because (i) 
Abraham gave tithes to Melchisedek, (ii) was blessed by 
Melchisedek, (iii) Levitical priests are many in number 
because of death (vv. 4-10). 

The superiority of the Melchisedek priesthood involves 
the changing of the old for the new, which means the 
change of the whole law and all that that includes (vz. 11, 12). 

That takes place in Jesus, for He was Judaean not 
Levite ; and His priesthood is of a wholly different kind, 
due not to an external command but to internal power of 
life, and that a life indissoluble because the oath was ‘ for 
ever’ (vv. 13-17). 
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That means the annulling of the old, which could not 
accomplish what the bringing in of the better hope accom- 
plished (vv. 18, 10). 

The measure of the change is the superiority of the new 
priesthood (vv. 20-8) : 

in that it is (i) by oath (vv. 20-2), (ii) eternal (vv. 23-5), 
(ii) that of one who is ethically perfect (v. 26), (iv) 
eternally permanent in its operation, not constantly 
repeated (vv. 27, 28). 

(6) His priestly function in the heavenly sanctuary is 
greater than the Levitical ; hence the New Diatheké medi- 
ated by it is greater than the old, as the old itself testifies 
(vili. 1-x. 18). 

This chief thought (xe¢édaxov) stated summarily (viii. 1-13). 

The function is executed in the True Tabernacle 
(vv. I-5). 
The correspondingly better Diatheke foretold by Jere- 
miah (vv. 6-13). 
The same thought worked out more fully (ix. 1-x. 18) : 
The Old Testament type: the place (ix. 1-5), the func- 
tion (vv. 6, 7), the result (vv. 8-10). 
The New Testament fulfilment (ix. 11-x. 18): 
(i) Summary statement (ix. 11-15). 
(ii) Why an offering, and that a better one ? (ix. 16- 
28): Because every diatheké is mediated with blood 
(vv. 16, 17); the old one (vv. 18-22) ; the new one 
(vv. 23-8). 
(iii) Why is Christ’s offering a better one ? (x. I-14) : 
Because the old could make nothing perfect 
(vy. 1-3), being only that of animals (v. 4), while 
Christ’s is one of obedience to God’s will (vv. 5-9), 
and can sanctify for ever (v. 10). And because the 
priests had to sacrifice often, and without result 
(v. 11), while Christ, after one offering, sits throned 
with eternal suecess (vv. 12-14). 
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(iv) Proof from Scripture that the New Diatheke will 
be successful in doing away sins, and therefore 
need never be repeated (x. 15-18). 
D. Fuller warning and encouragement to hold fast 
(x. IQ—Xiil. 21). 
(a) Arising immediately out of the doctrinal teaching 
(x. 19-39) : 

Exhortation to hold fast to what Christ’s High Priest- 
hood has done for us (vv. 19-25). 

Warning that no second offering is possible for 
deliberate sin (vv. 26-31). 

Ground for hope: they can themselves consider their 
past behaviour (vv. 32-9). 

(6) The expectant faith demanded by the doctrinal teach- 
ing (xl. I-Xli. 29): 

Its essence (xi. 1), and past heroes of faith (vv. 2-40). 

Motives for patient faith: The cloud of witnesses 
(xii. 1), Jesus the great Example (vv. 2, 3). 

Suffering is a Father’s discipline (vv. 4-13): 

A warning from Esau (vv. 14-17). 

The greatness of the new Economy, the new Drathéké, 
Christ’s saving work, and of the divine revelation, 
makes disobedience more terrible than disobedience 
to the Mosaic law (vv. 18-29). [A summing up of 
the main thoughts of the epistle.] 

(c) Closing exhortation (xiii. 1-17). 
Epistolary ending appended to the homily (vv. 18-25). 
Nature of the Writing. The unusual fact has to be 
accounted for that it has an epistolary ending but not an 
epistolary opening. It has been suggested that the latter 
has been accidentally lost; but the conjecture is without 
evidence and is unnecessary. James has an opening 
address but no epistolary ending; and the theory of acci- 
dental mutilation is no more likely in the one writing than 
in the other. The problem is to determine the relation of 
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the closing verses to the main body of the writing. If it 
was originally a homily or treatise which some one wished 
to transform into a (? Pauline) epistle by means of an epis- 
tolary ending, he would certainly have provided it also 
with an opening address. Conversely, if it was originally 
an epistle which was altered into a treatise for general use 
by the omission of the opening address, the ending also 
would have been omitted. 

It is not easy to determine how far the ‘epistolary end- 
ing’ extends. G. A. Simcox! thinks that the whole of 
ch. xili consists of one, or perhaps two, commendatory 


letters, or parts of them, written by St. Paul or some other 


apostle, and attached to the writing,? so that the whole 
acquired apostolic authority; and that ‘I have written 
unto you briefly’ (xill. 22) refers not to chs. i-xii, but to 
ch. xiii only. Such expressions, however, were not 
uncommon in early Christian letter writing. Moffatt refers 
to 1 Pet. v. 12 &/ dAfyv, and Ep. Barn. i. 5 éomovédaca xard 
pixpoy viv méprey (cf. i. 8 drodci~w ddfya), and to the 
writer's own words in v. Ir; xi. 32. To these may be 
added Ignat. Magn. 14 cvvrépws mapexddeoa buds, and Polyc. 
7 8v ddlyor buds ypaypdrov mapexddeoa. But ch. xiii, in 
fact, shows no trace of the commendation of any one to 
any community. Perdelwitz* confines the epistolary ending 
to vv. 22-5. He thinks that the writing was a sermon 
actually preached, perhaps by a wandering prophet, to 
a congregation (probably) in Asia Minor, and that some one 
sent it in writing to Italy, probably Rome, with a brief 
covering letter, consisting of the last four verses. This 
would account for several of the phenomena, but the 
simplest solution is that it was a written, not a spoken, 
homily, which the author sent to a community whose 


1 Expository Times, xX. 430 ff. 
2 As Rom. xvi probably became attached to Romans, See p. 141f. 
® Zeitschr. f. d. neutest. Wiss., 1910, 59 ff., 105 ff. 
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members, and needs, he knew well. The advice to them 
becomes more personal at xiii. 1, but homiletic again in 
vv. 8-16, and he passes into an epistolary conclusion at 
v. 18, reverting, however, to solemn rhetoric in the prayer, 
vu. 20, 21. E. F. Scott! suggests that the author is a 
Roman writing to Rome; he sends a homily, with an 
epistolary ending, to an inner group of advanced converts 
an example of Christian goss for the réAeo1, the maturely 
developed, or those who ought to be réAevor. 

Readers. Since the argument rests upon a comparison 
between the Hebrew and Christian economies, it has often 
been thought that the readers were Jewish Christians, and 
that their danger was a relapse into Judaism, or that they 
were tempted to apostasize in despair because of the 
terrible catastrophe of the fall of Jerusalem, either recent 
or imminent. But the author says nothing about Judaism ; 
he does not refer to Jewish ordinances as a rule of life, 
but, dialectically, to the Levitical system in the Pentateuch. 
He never mentions the Temple, either as standing or as 
destroyed, but uses the tabernacle as a ‘shadow’ of the per- 
fected system of worship in the Christian dispensation. 
The Old Testament was read by all Christians, and any 
argument based upon it was as valid for Gentiles as for 
Jews. And he shows no sign of drawing the least dis- 
tinction between them; St. Paul’s battle was over and 
won. The writing has a universal appeal, leading the 
readers to rejoice in their possession of the Real which 
has rendered the Copy obsolete. If something in pagan 
life could have been taken as the Copy the argument 
would have been equally sound, but the Old Testament 
was the only basis from which he could appeal to all his 
readers alike. 

No weight can be attached to the title prefixed to the 
epistle. In the A.V. this stands as ‘The Epistle of Paul 


' Harvard Theol. Review, July 1920. 
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the Apostle to the Hebrews ’, and is unfortunately retained 
in the R.V. This was due to a gradual growth in some 
late manuscripts, and has no authority. In the earliest 
authorities that we possess! it is simply mpds ‘EBpaious, ‘ to 
Hebrews’. But this does not go back earlier than the 
third century, and cannot be original. The writing was 
sent to a definite group of persons, who would be interested, 
for example, in the release of Timothy (xiii. 23),and to whom 
the author hoped soon to be restored (v. 19); they could 
not be vaguely described as ‘Hebrews’. And, as has been 
shown, they were probably not Jewish Christians. The 
title ‘was probably added to the epistle during the earlier 
part of the second century as a reflection of the impression 
made by its apparently Hebrew preoccupation upon the 
mind of a generation which had lost all direct knowledge 
of. the writing’s origin and standpoint’ (Moffatt *). If so, 
our only guidance is the interpretation of the epistle as 
a whole, which points toa community of Gentile Christians, 
or, if Jewish, one whose ‘training must have been that of 
Hellenistic Judaism such as Stephen was trained under— 
liberal, biblical, and to a certain extent syncretistic ’.* 
Some facts about them which we learn from the epistle 
(x. 32-4 ; xii. 4) are important in their bearing on its destina- 
tion and date. They had undergone persecution in 
‘former days’, when they had first become Christians 
(‘illuminated ’). This points to a definite period, after which 
persecution had ceased for a time and had now begun 
again. At that time they had associated themselves in 
sympathy with others who were similarly persecuted. 
These were fellow-Christians in the same Church, or 
members of another Church or other Churches, according 


1 NAB, in the subscription of C (the opening is mutilated as far as 
dyiov in ii. 4), and in the Egyptian versions, bohairic and sahidic. 

2 Introd. Lit. N.T., p. 448. 

® Ibid., p. 449. 
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as the epistle was written to a single group or circle, or to 
a whole community. The sufferings which they endured 
had not yet reached the point of martyrdom. Itis not, how- 
ever, quite clear whether this was the case with the Chris- 
tians, ‘the prisoners’, with whom they had sympathized in 
former days. There is possibly a hint of the martyrdom of 
their Church leaders who had spoken to them the word of 
God in the past (xiii. 7). ‘The reference here seems to be 
to some scene of martyrdom in which the triumph of faith 
was plainly shown’ (Westcott, ad loc.). This does not 
necessarily contradict xii. 4, which may refer only to the 
present persecution, not to the former one; or the epistle 
may have been written to a small circle, none of whose 
members had been martyred in either persecution. It is 
generally supposed from ii. 3 that disciples of Jesus had 
personally evangelized them ; but possibly ‘ us ’ means more 
generally the Christians of that generation. 

Destination. If the readers were Gentile Christians, or 
if they were Jewish Christians of a markedly Hellenistic 
type, the epistle can hardly have been written to any town 
in Palestine, least of all Jerusalem. The Alexandrian 
colour of the argument need not point to Alexandria, since 
that type of thought was widely diffused. And there is not 
a semblance of evidence for deciding on any other of the 
numerous localities which have been proposed in Syria, 
Asia Minor, or Greece. But there are two indications in 
favour of Rome or some other town in Italy: 1. of dd 
tis IraXtas (xill. 24), according to the most natural meaning, 
are Italians (a small, definite group) who are in company 
with the writer away from their own country, and send 
greetings to those at home. It can grammatically mean 
‘those in Italy’; but it is hardly possible that the author 
could have sent greetings from Italians generally. 2. The 
epistle was certainly known to Clement of Rome, who (in ch. 
xxxvi) Closely follows the language and thought of Heb. i. 
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Date. Clement’s epistle to Corinth is usually dated c. 96. 
Merrill,) indeed, maintains that it was not written by 
Clement, Bishop of Rome, and that no such person 
existed; he places it ¢. 140, shortly before the Shep- 
herd of Hermas. But in either case it is the only safe 
terminus ad quem supplied by external evidence, since the 
connexions which some have found with the epistles of 
Ignatius and Polycarp are doubtful. The ¢erminus a quo 
is difficult to determine. The writer seems to have known 
some of St. Paul’s epistles, especially Romans ; perhaps 
also z Peter,2 which would put the writing later than 67. 
The connexion with the Lucan writings is very doubtful,* 
although Clement Alex.* conjectured that the epistle was 
written by St. Paul in ‘the Hebrew tongue’, and that 
St. Luke ‘translated it for Greeks’, so that it and the 
Acts are coloured by the same style. 

As regards internal evidence, there is no indication of 
the existence of éwicxomo and diéxovo., only the general 
word *yovpevor being used (xill. 7, 17). But mpeoBdrepon, 
who existed from the first, are not mentioned either. The 
writer had no occasion to speak of them. The only indi- 
cation is supplied by the references to persecution men- 
tioned above. If the epistle was written to Rome, it was 
at a date when Christianity had flourished long enough in 
the capital for persecution to have been suffered some 
time previously, in ‘former days’. This places it some 
years later than Nero’s wild outburst against the Christians 
in the city (as scapegoats for the fire of which he was 
himself suspected of being guilty), since, according to 
Acts xxviii. 22, the Jews at Rome, some two years before, 
evidently knew nothing about the Christian sect, which was 
impossible if it had already been persecuted there. Ifthe 


1 Essays in Early Christian History (Macmillan, 1924), chap. ix. 
2 See Moffatt, Introd. Lit. N. T., p. 440. ® Ibid, p. 435 f. 
¢ Eus. #. E. vi. 14. 
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persecution in ‘former days’ was not Nero’s, and there 
were no martyrdoms in it, it must have been trouble 
suffered at a later time from the general malice of Jews 
and pagans. It is the ‘wo persecutions at a considerable 
interval which require a date some time after Nero, if the 
epistle was written to Rome. The question remains 
whether the later one, from which the readers were suffering 
when the epistle was written, could have taken place in 
Rome, without martyrdoms, during the reign of Domitian 
(81-96). Merrill! reduces the persecution under Domitian 
to a minimum, arguing that the tradition of it, which grew 
in explicitness in the Christian writers of the succeeding 
centuries, had no foundation in fact. Domitian began to 
take more severe official cognizance of those who refused 
the civic-religious duty of burning incense to the Emperor. 
They were not charged with being Christians ; but if any 
Christians were of the number, as is most probable, some 
of them no doubt suffered death, as seems, from the 
Apocalypse, to have been the case in other parts of the 
empire. Merrill makes light of the burning language of 
the Afocalypse, but its references to martyrs, and the 
horror and hatred of Rome shown by the writer, cannot 
be summarily dismissed. If, then, Christians, with Jews 
and other persons, were executed under Domitian because 
they refused to worship the Emperor, the author of our 
epistle would certainly have thought of it as martyrdom. 
Therefore the epistle must be placed, if written to Rome, 
as long as possible after Nero, and before Christians 
came under Domitian’s notice as guilty of treason, say 
c. 81-5. 

Those who think that it is an encouragement to Jewish 
Christians in view of the imminent destruction of Jeru- 
salem, place it shortly before that event, at dates varying 
from 58-70. But it is recognized by most modern writers 
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on the epistle, that the references in the present tense to 


Old Testament worship (¢. g. AepuBdvoverr vii. 8, kabicrarat, 
dvT@v, Narpedovory Vili. 3-5, elolacw, mpoopéper, mporhépovrat 
ayié¢er ix. Of, 9, 13, €xovow xiii. 10) afford no evidence 
that the Temple was still standing. See Johnv.2: ‘There 
is in Jerusalem at the sheepgate a pool.’ Clem. ad Cor. 41: 
‘Not in every place, brethren, are the continual sacrifices 
offered ... but in Jerusalem alone.’ £%. Diogn. 3: ‘ The 
Jews, considering that they are presenting them [animal 
sacrifices] to God, as if He were in need of them, ought in 


all reason to count it folly. ... Those who think to per- 
form sacrifices to Him with blood and fat and whole 
burnt-offerings ...seem to me in no way different from 


those who show the same respect towards deaf images.’ 
It was a common literary method employed by writers 
long after the fall of Jerusalem, and affords no indication 
of date. 

Author. The title which stands in the A. V. and R.V., 
as has been said, is entirely without authority or value. 
The mind of St. Paul worked on a plane very different 
from that of the author of this epistle. They are at one 
in their exalted conception of the eternal existence and 
the Divinity of Christ. There are some parallelisms of 
language, which naturally occur in the work of one who 
knew some of the Pauline epistles. But on the score of 
language alone it would be equally possible to suppose 
St. Peter to have been the author. Origen (ap. Eus. 
H. E. vi. 25) suggested that while the thoughts were those 
of St. Paul, the style and composition were ‘more Greek’ 
than his, so that it might have been written by some one 
who preserved reminiscences of what the apostle said, and 
wrote them up at leisure. Clement Alex. (2d. vi. 14) even 
thought, as said above, that it was written by St. Paul ‘in 
the Hebrew tongue’ (i.e. Aramaic), and that St Luke 
translated and edited it for Greeks, whence the similarity 
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of ‘colour’ between it and the Acts. And he refers to 
‘the blessed presbyter’! as having previously (73) held 
St. Paul to have been the author, but to have suppressed 
his name through modesty, both for the sake of the honour 
of the Lord, ‘who being the Apostle of the Almighty was 
sent to Hebrews’, ‘and because it was a work of superero- 
gation for him to write to Hebrews, since he was herald 
and apostle of Gentiles’. But the similarity, such as it is, 
is accounted for by the fact that both writers lived in much 
the same religious atmosphere, wrote at about the same 
time, and were in command of somewhat more literary 
Greek than other New Testament writers, and both were 
influenced by the LXX. Eusebius (ili. 37) accepted the 
tradition that it was written in ‘Hebrew’, but thought it 
more likely that Clement of Rome translated it, because 
of its similarity in style and thoughts to Clement’s epistle. 
Tertullian (De Pudic. 20), who may be taken as repre- 
senting the opinion both of Africa and Rome at his time, 
attributed it to Barnabas. This has had several modern 
supporters. As a Levite, and therefore officially connected 
with Jewish worship, and one able to give exhortation 
(vids mapaxAjnoews Acts iv. 36), he might have written this 
‘word of exhortation’ (Heb. xili, 22). The ‘Epistle of 
Barnabas’ attributed to him is similarly based throughout 
on Old Testament material, and is deeply influenced by 
Alexandrian thought, though no one who reads the two 
epistles side by side could entertain for a moment the idea 
of acommon authorship. It is less impossible to suppose 
him to have written. Hebrews than the epistle which bears 
his name. But these facts are enough to account for the 
tradition. Barnabas, however, was one of the earliest 
‘apostles’, and could hardly have written ii. 3: ‘so great 
a salvation, which, having its beginning in being spoken 
through the Lord was confirmed unto us by them that 
" Westcott (Hebrews, p. lxvii) suggests Paritaenus. 
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heard Him.’ The supposed Pauline authorship of Hebrews 
was probably the chief reason for its receptance as canon- 
ical, whereas, though Barnabas was an apostle, the Epistle 
of Barnabas was rejected. And if Barnabas was really the 
author of Hebrews, it is difficult to see how the Pauline 
tradition arose. 

Without any early tradition modern guesses have been 
made, perhaps the most plausible of which, made by Luther, 
is Apollos, learned in the Old Testament, a thinker of 
an Alexandrian type, and connected with St. Paul and 
his friends. But if the epistle was written to Rome, the 
probability of his authorship is small in the absence of all 
evidence that he was in a position to write such an exhorta- 
tion to the Christians at the capital. St. Peter has been 
suggested, on account of the similarities of language to be 
found in zr Peter. But that the same mind could have 
produced the two epistles is practically impossible. The 
same must be said with regard to Szlvanus (Silas), who 
may be supposed to have taken part in the composition of 
1 Peter, and was connected with St. Paul and Timothy. 
Philip the Deacon, who no doubt conversed with St. Paul 
at Caesarea, is conjectured to have written the epistle to 
commend Paulinism to Jewish Christians at Jerusalem. 
Finally, Harnack proposes the name of Prisca (Priscilla) ; 
she collaborated with her husband Aquila, but wrote the 
epistle herself ; hence the loss of the personal address at 
the opening of the epistle and the use of the masculine 
participle dinyovpevoy in xi. 32, since no writing by 
a woman would have been admitted into the Canon. 
Aquila had already been suggested by Alford and others, 
and there is nothing in the epistle to suggest either the 
hand of a woman or the hands of two persons. 

None of these guesses have the least intrinsic merit, and 
we must be content, as Origen was, to leave the writing 
anonymous as we find it. If the epistle was written to 
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Rome, the author was probably some Roman presbyter, 
highly esteemed in his own Church, who wrote it while he 
was away from home. 
§ 4. Jude 

Nature and Contents. This short writing is a tract or 
_ pamphlet rather than an epistle. It is addressed to no 
particular Church or locality, but quite generally to ‘those 
who are beloved in God the Father and Jesus Christ, 
kept, called’ though perhaps it was primarily intended 
for the circle of Christians of which the writer was the 
pastor or a leading prophet. It presents a combination, . 
which has not been without its modern imitators, of stern 
Jewish eschatology and zealous Christian orthodoxy, thus 
standing in line with the two writings next to be studied, 
2 Peter and the Apocalypse. The writer begins with the 
tantalizing statement that he was about to write with 
diligent zeal ‘concerning our common salvation’ (an 
expression which suggests that he was a Jew writing 
for Gentiles), but thought it necessary instead to utter 
a warning to his readers ‘to strive for the faith once for all 
delivered to the saints’ in opposition to certain heresies 
that were creeping into the Church. We are thus left 
without the information, which would have been valuable 
to us, as to what ‘the faith’, ‘your most holy faith’ (v. 20), 
and the truth about ‘our common salvation’ meant to him. 
In what he does give us, his Christian standpoint is seen 
in the fact that he speaks of ‘God the Father’ (v. 1), of 
Jesus Christ (whom he names six times) as ‘our Master 
and Lord’, and of himself as His ‘slave’ (v. 1); and it is 
seen especially in the closing doxology (vv. 24 f.), which 
has the sonorous effect of a liturgical form, an ascription to 
God of glory, majesty, power, and authority from ever- 


} The punctuation is doubtful and the text probably corrupt. 
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lasting and now and to everlasting through Jesus Christ, 
thereby implying the eternity of Jesus Christ. 

No particular order can be seen in the contents. The 
denunciations of the heretics are enforced by examples of 
punishment drawn from the Old Testament and from 
Jewish tradition, and by eschatological warnings inspired 
by the Jewish apocalyptic of his age. The punishment 
awaiting the heretics is compared with that of the Israelites, 
who after being saved from Egypt believed not and were 
destroyed ' (v. 5), and of the fallen angels who were ‘kept 
with everlasting chains under darkness unto the judgment 
of the great day’? (v. 6; cf. v. 134), and of Sodom and 
Gomorrah and the neighbouring cities steeped in im- 
morality, whose burning was an example, i.e. a figure or 
symbol, of the eternal fire which awaits all sinners (v. 7). 
The behaviour of the heretics is contrasted with that of 
Michael the archangel: they speak evil of the ‘glories’ 
(i.e. probably the angelic powers) and of all the super- 
natural things which they cannot understand (vv. 8, Io), 
but Michael did not dare to speak evil against the devil 
himself when disputing with him concerning the body of 
Moses? (v. g). And their behaviour is likened to ‘the 
way of Cain’, ‘the error of Balaam for a reward’, and 


‘the gainsaying of Korah’ (v. 11), and characterized by 


a series of rhetorical similes (vv. 12, 13). That the wicked 


1 The text is doubtful, since the v./. "Incovds for Kvpios, though intrin- 
sically improbable, has some strong support. See Westcott and Hort, 
The N.T. in Greek, Append., p. 106. 

2 Cf, Enoch x. 5f., 12f. 

8 This strange legend occurred, according to Clem. Al., Orig., and 
others, in a Jewish apocalypse of the first century a. D., probably 
entitled the Testament of Moses, itself perhaps the epilogue of the book 
of Jubilees. The extant Latin fragments, which bear the name 
Assumption of Moses, do not contain it, but some similarities of lan- 
guage with iv. 8; vii. 4, 9, 3; i. Io are to be found in Jude vv. 3, 12, 16, 
18, 24. See edition by Charles [Archdeacon of Westminster], pp. 
105 ff., and Bp. Chase in Hastings’ D.B. ii. 802. 
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shall receive punishment is stated not on the authority of 
the Old Testament, but of a work which the writer seems 
to have regarded as no less inspired, the book of Enoch, 
from which (En. i. 9) is quoted the prophecy of Enoch the 
seventh from Adam, ‘ Behold the Lord [i. e. God, Yahweh] 
came with His holy myriads’! (vv. 14, 15), and of the 
language of which Jude contains a few reminiscences. 
After denouncing the character of the heretics (v. 16) he 
adds Christian tradition to Jewish—the prediction of ‘the 
apostles of our Lord Jesus Christ ; for they said unto you, 
At the last time there shall be mockers, &c.’ (vv. 17, 18). 
Over against their unchristian condition (v. 19) he enjoins 
faith, prayer, love of God, and the hope of eternal life 
(vv. 20, 21), the saving ot doubters, and the pitying of those 
who dispute ? (v. 22). 

Thus his eschatology is concerned wholly with punish- 
ment at the hands of God when He comes. The Parousia 
of Christ is not mentioned, but it is implied that He takes 
part in the judgment: those who. are true to their 
Christianity ‘look for the mercy of our Lord Jesus Christ 
unto eternal life’. 

Date and Authorship. The writer describes himself as 
‘brother of James’, i. e. probably the Bishop of Jerusalem ; 
he and St. Jude were of the number of the Lord’s brethren. 
It is not easy to determine whether the writing is pseu- 
donymous or genuinely the work of St. Jude. The deeply 
Jewish colouring and the use of apocalyptic literature 
point to the author’s having been, before his conversion, 
a member of the pious Jewish class to whom the apoca- 
lypses were dear. And to such the Lord’s family belonged. 
But it is open to question whether St. Jude is likely to 


* Westcott and Hort, who refer only to the Old Testament (Deut. 
xxxili, 2, Zech, xiv. 5), print ?Sos as though it were not part of the 
quotation, but it occurs in Enoch. 

? The verse is corrupt. 
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have lived, and to have been able to write with the nervous 
force of this fervid appeal, at a date as late as is implied 
by the development of heresy and of Christian thought 
which the writing presents. 

Bp. Chase! gives some not very striking parallels of 
language and thought with St. Paul’s epistles, and says 
further: ‘A Christian dialect has arisen. Certain words, 
€. g. KAnTOl, cornpia, riots,” have attained, largely through 
the teaching and writings of St. Paul, a fixed and recognized 
meaning among Greek-speaking Christians.’ This use of 
an accepted Pauline vocabulary would forbid a date before 
c.65. But more significant is the affinity with z, 2 Tzmothy 
and Z7ztus. ‘The errorists whom both writers opposed 
were of a similar type, and both speak of them in the same 
severe tone of authoritative denunciation without argument, 
and with the contemptuous odro (vv. 8, Io, 12, 16, 19; cf. 
2 Tim. iil. 8, where the reference to the apocryphal story 
of Jannes and Jambres is in the same vein as our author’s 
references to apocalyptic literature). Both use the epithets 
povos, “only”, and cwrip, “Saviour”, of God (v. 25) to oppose 
the prevailing dualism, and the claim of the mysteries to 
lead to salvation. Both speak of ‘the faith” as a recognized 
body of Christian belief (vv. 3, 20; cf. 1 Tim. 1. 19; ili. 9; 
mt; V5.1. 10, 21> ;2 Tim. ui, 8; iv. 7). And beth 
understand the appearance of the heretics to be a sign of 
the near approach of the End. The writer of the Pastorals, 
speaking in St. Paul’s name, expresses this as his own 
prediction (r Tim. iv. 1; 2 Tim. iil. 1; iv. 3); our author, who 
makes no claim to apostleship, gives it as a prediction of the 
apostles who had previously taught his readers (vv. 17 f.).’ ® 
Reasons have been given on pp. 184-7 for thinking 


1 Op. cit., p. 802. 

2 But wiors is not used with the distinctive meaning which St. Paul 
usually gives to it (see below). 

3 N.T. Teaching, p. 202. 


232 GENERAL EPISTLES AND HOMILIES 


a 
3 


that z, 2 Timothy, Titus were built from a Pauline nucleus — : 


by a later writer. They may have influenced our author, 
or vice versa; but it is quite possible that the writers were 
independent of each other, and that their similarities are 
due to their having written at about the same time, in 
similar surroundings, to meet similar dangers. 

The only suggestion of date in the epistle itself is that 
in vv. 3, 17 where the writer looks back at the apostolic age 
as past. 

In the light of these considerations the epistle can hardly 
be dated earlier than a. Dp. 70-80, and if the author was not 


St. Jude, it may be placed at any time within the generation ~ 


of those who had heard the apostles (v. 17). 

The date of St. Jude’s death is not known, but an 
indication is perhaps afforded by the story of his 
grandsons related by Hegesippus,! though some have 
doubted its trustworthiness. Having been tried before 
Domitian and released, ‘they were leaders of the Churches 
and lived till the reign of Trajan’. Their trial, therefore, 
appears to have taken place some time before the reign of 
Trajan, probably not very late in that of Domitian (81-96). 
At that time they were making their living by working 
a plot of land, and were therefore grown men. And they 
were ‘those who survived of the Lord’s family’ ; that is, 
their father and their relatives of his generation were 
already dead, and their grandfather presumably at a con- 
siderably earlier date. Nothing can be concluded with 
certainty, but under ordinary circumstances the story 
suggests that St. Jude had died long before the year 7o. 
With this would agree the ‘ Epiphanian’ view, accepted by 
Lightfoot,’ that the brethren and sisters of our Lord were 
children of Joseph by a former wife. 


1 ap. Eus. H. E. iii. 20. * Galatians, p. 272. 
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§ 5. l/ Peter 


Nature and Contents. This is the latest writing in the 
New Testament, but it is studied here both because its 
main concern is eschatology, and because it is very closely 
connected with Jude. The same two characteristics are 
prominent—stern Jewish eschatology, and zealous Chris- 
tian orthodoxy in opposition to heresy; and the denuncia- 
tions of the heretics are enforced in an exactly similar 
manner by examples of punishment in the past and apoca- 
lyptic warnings of the future. Like Jude also the writing 
is a tract or pamphlet, addressed to no particular Church or 
locality, but to those whom the author, writing under the 
name of Simon Peter, describes as ‘those who have 
obtained a like precious faith with us’, as though he were 
a Jew writing for Gentiles. 

In fulminating against heretics, or ‘false teachers’ (ii. 1), 
he writes a passage (ii. 1-17) which is closely parallel with 
Jude vv. 4-12. Apart from similarities of language he 
speaks, with the writer of Jude, of the fallen angels im- 
prisoned in darkness and kept for judgment (v. 4), of Sodom 
and Gomorrah (v. 6), of defiance and evil-speaking of the 
‘glories’, in contrast with ‘angels greater in strength and 
power’ who ‘bring not against them a judgment of evil 
accusation before the Lord’ (v. tof.), and of ‘the way of 
Balaam’ (v. 15). Compare also v. 13 with Jude 12: omidou 
—ondddes, andra [? dydrais|—dydrais, and v. 17 with 
Jude 13 ols 6 (dos rod oxérovs reripynrat. The relation of 
the two passages will be studied below. 

On the other hand the rest of the epistle, except for 
certain words and expressions, stands apart from /ude. 
The writer’s main object was not warning against heretics, 
but insistence on the coming of the End as a reason for 
living a good Christian life. In /ude the heretics are 
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libertines first and last, whose future punishment is sure ; 
in 2 Peter they are at the same time scoffers who deride 
the idea of the coming of the End; but that End, with its 
cosmic convulsions, is also sure, and therefore Christians 
must be zealous to be found spotless and blameless in peace. 

The epistle falls into four parts : 

A. i. 1-11. Be zealous in the Christian life, ‘for so shall 
the entrance be richly supplied to you into the eternal 
kingdom of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ’. 

B. i. 12-21. For this teaching the readers have two 
sources of authority. Firstly, the apostles: ‘we made 
known unto you’ (v. 16), i.e. including St. Peter (with 
whom the writer identifies himself) who was privileged 
to receive the personal prediction of his death from our 
Lord (v. 14), and to behold His glory in the Transfiguration 
(v.17f). Secondly, ‘something even surer, the prophetic 
word’ of inspired men of old (vv. 19-21). 

C. ii. 1-22. With these inspired prophets must be con- 
trasted the false prophets and teachers, who are denounced 
in the manner of Jude. 

D. ii. 1-18. The Christian prophets and apostles fore- 
told that scoffers would come, denying the Parousia of 
Christ (vv. 1-4). But the world will be destroyed by 
fire, as they wilfully forget that it was once destroyed by 
water (vv. 5-7); and though to men the End appears to 
tarry, it will come, and the heavens and the elements and 
the earth will be burnt up, giving place to new heavens and 
a new earth in which righteousness dwelleth (vv. 8-13). 
Wherefore they must strive earnestly to be found spotless, 
remembering that St. Paul himself taught in his epistles 
that the delay was due to the Lord’s long-suffering, that 
men might have a chance of salvation (vv. 14, 15). Some 
wrest his words to their own destruction, but the readers 
must guard themselves from error, and grow in grace and 
in the knowledge of Christ (vv. 17, 18). 


Hi PETER 235 


Authorship. It is as certain as any conclusion drawn 
from internal evidence can be that the author was not 
St. Peter. Bp. Chase! concludes a careful study of the 
style and language (to which the reader is referred for 
details) with the following cautious words: ‘We have no 
right to assume that an epistle of St. Peter would be written 
in good Greek, or even that it would be free from offences 
against literary propriety and good taste. But style is an 
index of character. The epistle does produce the impres- 
sion of being a somewhat artificial piece of rhetoric. It 
shows throughout signs of self-conscious effort. The 
author appears to be ambitious of writing in a style which 
is beyond his literary power. We may hesitate to affirm 
that the literary style of the epistle in itself absolutely dis- 
proves the Petrine authorship. But it must be allowed that 
it is hard to reconcile the literary character of the epistle 
with the supposition that St. Peter wrote it.’ The irresis- 
tible impression produced by the style and language is felt 
in its full force, as the Bishop points out, only when the 
epistle is read in Greek, not in the English of the A. V., the 
beauty of which tones down much of its ungainliness. 

Whether St. Peter could have written in this style or 
not, it is inconceivable that he wrote both our epistle and 
1 Peter. ‘2 Peter is more periodic and ambitious than 
1 Peter, but its linguistic and stylistic efforts only reveal 
by their cumbrous obscurity a decided inferiority of concep- 
tion, which marks it off from 1 Peter’ (Moffatt ?). What- 
ever part Silvanus may have played in the production of 
that epistle, he could not have improved it out of anything 
of the style of 2 Peter. Further, the epistle contains no 
allusion to the facts of the Gospel history, except two 
incidents relating to St. Peter (i. 14 and 16-18) introduced 
to support the adoption of his name, as is also the allusion 


1 Hastings’ D.B. iii. 809. 2» Introd. Lit. N.T., p. 364. 
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to a First epistle in iii. 1. It is wholly improbable that the 
apostle having in the First epistle laid stress on our Lord’s 
Passion, Resurrection, and Ascension, on the Christian 
Church as the true Israel, on Faith in the sense of hopeful 
trust, on Prayer, and on Baptism, wrote another which 
hinted at none of these things. Or that Knowledge should 
play no part in the First, but be represented as one of the 
principal aims of the Christian life in the Second (i. 2, 3, 6; 
ii. 20; iii. 18). And many other differences might be noted. 
It is impossible to avoid the conclusion that the two 
writings are expressions of two different minds. 

Date. To these arguments must be added the decisive 
indications that the epistle was written at a date in the 
second century, eighty years or more after St. Peter’s death. 
It is uncertain whether Clement Alex., in his Hypotyposes, 
commented on itt In no extant work does Clement cite 
it or name the author, though there are some possible 
echoes of its language and thought. If he knew it and 
commented on it, it must have been written by c. 175-80. 
There are a few doubtful echoes also in the Epistle of the 
Churches of Vienne and Lyons (177), and in Justin Martyr’s 
Dialogue (c. 155).2_ If the last shows a knowledge of it, its 
date cannot be later than 150. But there is no evidence at 
all that it was known earlier than that. The same /erminus 
ad quem is probably provided by its close connexion with 
the Apocalypse of Peter, the parallels with which may be 
seen in Bp. Chase’s article. It has even been suggested 
by Sanday * and others that both writings were the work of 
the same author. At any rate it is probable that, if there 
is dependence of one writer upon the other, the apocalyptic 
work was dependent on the epistle, and not vice versa.‘ 


‘ The conflicting evidence is given in Bp. Chase’s article, of. cit., 
p: 802 f. 

* See Moffatt, op. ciz., p. 372. 

° Inspiration, p. 347. 

4 See Spitta, Zertschr. neutest. Wiss., 1911, p. 237. 
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But they may have been composed by two different writers 
of the same school of thought, at about the same time. 

The latest certain ¢erminus a quo is the date of Jude. 
Some have thought that the author was dependent upon 
the Antiquities of Josephus (A.D. 93); but this can hardly 
be considered proved, although ‘a number of the coinci- 
dences of language and style occur not only in the compass 
of two short paragraphs of Josephus, but in a sequence and 
connexion which is not dissimilar’ (Moffatt). But the con- 
nexion with Jude, as we have seen, is unmistakable. 
Attempts have been made, in the interest of the Petrine 
authorship, to prove that 2 Peter is the earlier; but the 
evidence to the contrary is too strong: (1) Passages in 
Jude which are simple and straightforward are elaborated 
in 2 Peter. (2) If the writer of Jude was the borrower, why 
did he make such full use of a single passage of 2 Peter, 
ignoring the Christian appeal in the rest of the epistle? 
That a single passage in 2 Peter bearing on the heretics 
should have been based on practically the whole of Jude is 
quite natural. (3) The sentence in jude about Michael 
disputing with the devil (v. 9) appears in 2 Pet. ii. 11 in 
a vague form which requires the other passage to explain 
it. In Jude v. 13 the blackness of darkness is reserved for 
the wandering stars, a natural and suitable conception ; in 
2 Pet. il. 17 the picture is much less suitable, the blackness 
of darkness being reserved for the heretics who are likened 
to wells and mists. And if Jude v. 10 is compared with 
2 Pet. ii. 12 it will be seen that Bp. Chase! is justified 
in saying: ‘All the expressions in /ude (except éca .. 
érioravrat) have something corresponding to them in 
2 Peter, and it is almost impossible to conceive that the ill- 
compacted and artificial sentence of the latter should have 
been the original of the terse, orderly, and natural sentence 
of the former.’ 

1 Op. cit. ii, p. 803. 
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Some have tried to explain 2 Peter as an original work 
by the apostle with later interpolations ;1 but none are in 
the least convincing. 

There are other signs of a later date: (a) The reference 
in iii. 16 to ‘all the epistles of St. Paul’, in such a way as 
to place them on a par with ‘the other Scriptures’ (ras 
Aouras ypadds), implies that the Pauline epistles were 
known in a collection, and that they were canonical. 
(6) ‘Your holy prophets and apostles’ (iii. 2) describes the 
sacred two-fold collection of the Old and the New Testa- 
ments. (c) The Christians of the first generation are 
called ‘the fathers’ (iii. 4), implying, with the whole con- 
text, that they have long passed away. 


$6. The Apocalypse 


Purpose. St. Peter exhorts Christians in northern Asia 
Minor to be joyful through hope and patient in tribulation 
because trial leads to glory. The writer of the Apocalypse 
exhorts Christians in western Asia Minor with the same 
message, but spends a wealth of imagination on descrip- 
tions of what the glory will be, and of the divine means to 
bring it about. All Jewish apocalyptic had the same 
object, to offer encouragement under trials which were so 
great that this life, the present order of things, could pro- 
vide no adequate compensation. This bent of mind, which 
belonged exclusively to the Jewish race, is found with 
some frequency in the New Testament; but the writing 
now to be studied is the only Christian work admitted into 
the Canon which professes explicitly to be an apocalypse : 
‘The apocalypse of Jesus Christ which God gave Him to 
show to His servants the things which must come to pass 
shortly, and signified it by sending through His angel to 
His servant John’ (i. 1). 


1 See Moffatt, Zutrod. Lit. N.T., p. 369 f. 
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In form the writing is an epistle to ‘the seven Churches 
which are in Asia’. After an opening proemium it begins 
with an epistolary salutation (i. 4, 5). It addresses each of 
the Churches by name, with suitable commendations and 
The encouragement that the writer offers is on a plane 
different from that of any Jewish apocalypse. It is not 
only that the Messiah will come, but that the Messiah has 
come; that He has conquered death and redeemed men by 
His own death: that He is now reigning, however loudly 
the blatant power of scarlet Rome may appear to contra- 
dict it; and that therefore His servants are potentially 
kings. With a series of supernatural and destructive 
judgments Rome will be annihilated, Christ will come 
back to reign with the martyrs in a new and heavenly 
Jerusalem on earth for a thousand years, after which there 
will be a final conquest by Christ of all enemies, a final 
judgment by God, a final destruction of all evil men and 
evil powers, and the establishment of the kingdom of God 
and Christ in which the saints shall reign for ever. 

Methods of Interpretation. The book has at all times 
proved an enigma, and many writers finding themselves 
unable to arrive at any satisfactory interpretation, have con- 
tented themselves with studying its language philologically. 
This must, of course, form part of its study, but by itself it 
is barren of results. Those who have tried to interpret it 
have followed in the main three methods : 

1. Allegorical. This was the method adopted first by 
Alexandrian scholars. The spirit of Philo still lived in 
Clement and Origen, who went far to obscure the true 
meaning of the whole of Scripture by allegorizing every. 
thing that they could not understand, and a great deal that 
they could. The mature Christian was thought to have 
advanced beyond the literal interpretation to the spiritual, 
and the results differed ad infinitum with the imaginative 
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vagaries of each writer. As regards everything chiliastic 
in particular the method was adopted even by such Latin 
scholars as Tyconius, Jerome, and Augustine; and this 
threw back the true understanding of the book until the 
saner methods of earlier fathers were revived at the Refor- 
mation. 

2. Literary. Along this path the modern study of the 
Bible has made some of its greatest strides. But the 
method, especially if pursued by itself, is always open to 
the danger of hypercriticism, and to mistaken conclusions 
drawn from a@ priori assumptions of what a writer must 
have written, or could not have written. In the case of 
the Apocalypse it has taken three directions: (a) It is 
supposed that the original work was altered—and_ spoilt— 
by interpolations, rearrangements, and ‘corrections’, at 
the hands of a succession of editors or redactors. Prob- 
ably no book in the Bible has entirely escaped such mani- 
pulation, certainly not the Apocalypse; but the method has 
been carried to extremes in the unsuccessful attempt to use 
it to explain all the difficulties of the book. (6) Attempts 
are made to find a variety of independent sources, Jewish 
and Jewish-Christian, strung together. Some of these 
are given by Swete,' others by Moffatt.2. And the use of 
sources cannot be altogether denied. The book was 
written in the last years of the reign of Domitian, but it 
contains material which presupposes events under Nero 
and Vespasian. (c) The sympathetic student, however, is 
not satisfied with literary dissection. He realizes that it is 
not a case of the mere stringing of passages together. The 
writer has employed his sources with skill and deliberation 
to produce a unity which shall serve his purpose; so that 
the meaning of events and symbols in the sources is some- 
times quite different from the meaning with which he uses 


* The Apocalypse of St. John, p. xlvi. 
* Introd. Lit. N.T., p. 489 f. 
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them. Swete rightly says, ‘The book has clearly passed 
through the hands of an individual who has left his mark 
on every part of it ; if he has used old materials freely they 
have been worked up into a form which is permeated by 
his own personality’. But the recognition that he did use 
old materials is essential to the understanding of the book. 
And Gunkel? is probably right in maintaining that his in- 
corporation of sources was not merely_a literary use of 
them ; he was attempting reverently to determine the true 
and ultimate meaning of the expectations in traditional 
apocalyptic. Sometimes, indeed, it is possible that there 
are ‘details which have no meaning at all for him, but 
which he retains as parts of the picture’ (F. C. Porter ?). 
He was trying to do for the material before him what 
numberless students have since tried to do for his writing. 
Gunkel goes very far in tracing the apocalyptic tradition to 
Babylonian mythology ; but though many of his results— 
due to a ‘pan-Babylonian’ tendency in vogue at the time 
that he wrote—have not been accepted, his ‘tradition- 
historical’ theory accounts for many of the phenomena of 
the book. 

3. Literal. But though these theories of literary com- 
pilation contain elements of truth, they fall far short of 
explaining the book. It is of the utmost importance to 
realize that, while the writer made use of imagery and 
metaphor, and worked upon earlier apocalyptic material, 
he was endeavouring himself to express something quite 
concrete and literal. Modern psychological studies are 
rendering it increasingly probable that some of his material 
was shaped by visions or trances which he experienced in 
ecstasy ; and the basis of those experiences were the actual 
happenings of his day. On the one hand he makes use of 
facts as they were during the period c. 64-94 a. D., the con- 

1 Schépfung und Chaos. 
2 [Professor at Yale University]. Hastings’ D.B. iv. 244. 
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dition of Christians, as it appeared to him, under persecut- 
ing Rome with its power, luxury, and sins. On the other 
he had before his mind a more or less definite outline of 
the course of events immediately to come—the punishment 
of Rome, and the salvation of God’s people ; he expected 
literal plagues and destructions, and a literal millenium. 
That his ideas were largely alien to those of the modern 
mind constitutes our chief difficulty in understanding him. 
But historically and eschatologically he meant what he 
said. The strange notion is still, unfortunately, alive, and 
dies very hard, that he was predicting, not single events, 
but events which would take place successively in the 
world’s history century after century in the future, so that 
each prediction would have countless different fulfilments. 
‘No one who realizes that the prophecy is an answer to the 
crying needs of the seven Churches will dream of treating 
it as a detailed forecast of the course of medieval and 
modern history in Western Europe’ (Swete). The super- 
natural events that would arise out of the contemporary 
conditions would occur ‘shortly’ (i. 1; xxii. 6; cf. ii. 16; 
lil, II; XXll. 7, 10, 12, 20), and he meant ‘shortly’. 

That does not mean that the book is not of permanent 
spiritual value. It emphasizes the great truths that sin in- 
evitably brings its awful results, that Christ the King of 
glory is reigning now, that He has wrought salvation for 
His people, and that the kingdoms of the world will one 
day become the kingdoms of God and of His Anointed. 

Plan. After centuries of study there is still no approach 
to a general consent as to the plan of the book. The most 
useful analyses for English readers are those of Swete,} 
Moffatt, and Charles.’ . Swete divides the book into two 
parts, chs. 1.—xi, and xii.-xxii. 5. These form distinct pro- 


* Apocalypse, pp. XXxili-xxxix. 
? Introd. Lit. N.T., pp. 485-8. 
° Revelation, vol.‘i, pp. xxv ff. 
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phecies. ‘The theme of the second prophecy is the same 
on the whole as that of the first, but the subject is pursued 
into new regions of thought, and the leading characters and - 
symbolical figures are almost wholly new. The Churches 
of Asia vanish, and their place is taken by the Church con- 
sidered as a unity, which is represented by the Woman 
who is the Mother of the Saints.’ He sums up the scheme 
of the book in its briefest form as follows : Prologue (i. 1-8). 
Part i. Vision of Christ in the midst of the Churches (i. 9- 
ill. 22). Vision of Christ in Heaven (iv. 1-v. 14). Prepara- 
tions for the End (vi. r-xi. 19). Part ii. Vision of the 
Mother of Christ and her enemies (xii. 1-xiii. 18). Prepara- 
tions for the End (xiv. 1-xx. 15). Vision of the Bride of 
Christ, arrayed for her husband (xxi. I-xxii. 5). Epilogue 
(xxii. 6-21). Moffatt brings into prominence the arrange- 
ments of seven: seven churches (ii. I-iil. 22), plagues of 
seven seals (vi. I-17; viii. 1), of seven trumpets (viii. 6-ix. 
21 ; Xl. 15-19), of seven bowls (xvi). These are followed by 
two sets of visions: (a) of doom on Rome the realm of the 
beast (xvii. 1-18), on the beast and his allies (xix. 11-21), on 
the dragon or Satan and his adherents (xx. 1-10) ; (6) of the 
great white throne (xx. 11-15), the new heaven and earth 
(xxi. 1-8), the new Jerusalem (xxi. g-xxil. 5). The seals, 
trumpets, and bowls are introduced by visions of heaven 
(iv. I-v. 14; vill. 2-5, and xv. 1-8). The seventh trumpet 
introduces three-fold war: in heaven with the dragon or 
Satan (xil. 1-17), on earth with the beast from the sea, the 
dragon’s vice-regent (xiii. 1-10), and with the beast from the 
land, the ally of the former beast (xiii. rr-18). And there 
are three ‘intermezzos’: (a) after the sixth seal: the seal- 
ing of the redeemed on earth (vii. 1-8), and the bliss of the 
redeemed in heaven (vil. 9-17); (4) after the sixth trumpet : 
episode of angels and a booklet (x. 1-11), and the apocalypse 
of the two witnesses (xi. 1-13); (c) bliss of the redeemed in 
heaven (xiv. I-5), episode of angels and doom on earth 
R2 
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(xiv. 6-20). Moffatt does not discuss the movement of the 
drama, but he holds that its action is not continuous; e. g. 
the white horse (vi. 2), the demonic cavalry (ix. 13-21), and 
the drying up of the Euphrates (xvi. 12-14) all refer to the 
Parthian invasion. The plagues and woes are described 
in recurring cycles each more terrible and ornate than the 
last. But while he sees a ‘general unity of conceptions 
and aims’, he recognizes that many of the strange features 
of the book require the theory that it is composite, and 
‘show that source-criticism of some kind is necessary in 
order to account for the literary and psychological data’, 
while at the same time the general unity arises from the 
fact that the writer has incorporated sources and written 
them up himself; they were not strung together by an 
editor. Charles recognizes the general unity, together 
with the incorporation of sources. But he differs from the 
above writers and from most English commentators in 
rejecting any theory of ‘recapitulation ’, maintaining that 
the action of the book is continuous. Not, however, of the 
book as it stands, since it has been seriously interfered 
with by disarrangement, alterations, and interpolations at 
the hand of a redactor, whom he charges with incom- 
petence and dishonesty. When the necessary corrections 
are made his result is as follows: Prologue (i. 1-3). I. John 
writes to the Seven Churches to tell them that he has seen 
Christ and been bidden by Him to send them the visions 
written in this book (i. 4-20). II. Problem of the book set 
forth in the Letters to the Seven Churches, which reflect 
the seeming failure of the cause of both God and Christ on 
its origin, and of Christ, to whom it owes its redemption 
(iv, v). IV. Judgments. F%rst Sertes—the first six seals 
(vi). Second Series (vii-xiii). Sealing of God’s servants 
as a security against the Three Woes (vii. 1-8). [Proleptic 
vision of a vast multitude of the faithful in heaven, i. e. of 
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those who had just been sealed and had died as martyrs— 
a vision subsequent in point of time to the visions in xiii.] 
The Seventh Seal, and silence in heaven during which the 
prayers of God’s servants on earth for security against the 
Three Woes are presented in heaven (viii. 1, 3-5, 2, 6, 13). 
First and Second Woe (ix. 1-21; xi. 14a). [Proleptic 
digression on the Antichrist in Jerusalem—a vision con- 
temporaneous in point of time with xiii (x-xi. 13).] Herald- 
ing of the Third Woe, and two songs of triumph (xi. 14 b- 
19). Third Woe: the climax of Satan’s power; all the 
faithful are martyred (xii, xiii). [Proleptic vision (a) of the 
Church triumphant om earth in the Miilenial Kingdom and 
the conversion of the heathen—a vision contemporaneous 
with xx. 4-6 (xiv. 1-7); (0) of the judgment of Rome and of 
the heathen nations—a vision contemporaneous with and 
summarizing XVill ; XIX. 11-21; Xx. 7-10 (xiv. 8-11, 14, 18-20).] 
‘Vision of the martyred host (xv. 2-4). Third Series (xv. 
5-xXx. 3). (a) Seven Bowls (xv. 5-xvi. 21). (6) Successive 
judgments affecting the several powers of evil: (a) 
Destruction of Rome (xvi, xvii); Thanksgivings of the 
angels and martyrs (xix. 1-4; xvi. 5 b-7; xix. 5-8). (8) De- 
struction ofthe Parthian hosts (lost). (y) Destruction of the 
hostile nations, the beast and false prophet (xix. 11-21), and 
Satan chained (xx. 1-3). V. Millenial Kingdom: Jeru- 
salem come down from heaven to be its capital; reign of 
the martyred saints for a thousand years (xxi. 9-xxil. 2, 
14-15, 17; xx. 4-6). Final attack of the evil powers; 
destruction of them and Satan (xx. 7-10). VI. Heaven 
and earth having vanished, the dead are judged before 
the great white throne (xx. 11-15). VII. The Ever- 
lasting Kingdom (xxi. 5a, 4d, 5b, 1-4 c; xxil. 3-5). 
Epilogue (xxi. 5c, 6b-8; xxii. 6-7, 18a, 16, 13, 12, 10, 8, 9, 
20-1). 
There is much that is illuminating in this. But it is 
doubtful if the recapitulation theory has really been dis- 
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posed of. Proleptic visions contemporaneous with later 
material are not unlike recapitulation in an inverted form. 
And it is difficult to avoid the conclusion that the Last Day 
is described in vi. 12-17. The earthquake, the turning of 
the moon into blood, the falling of the stars, the removal of 
the sky ‘as a rolled-up book’, and of every mountain and 
island from their places, the panic of the mighty and of 
slaves ‘because the great day of their wrath is come’, are 
all signs of the End, and a long series of subsequent woes 
is impossible, and Charles’ explanations hardly remove the 
difficulty. The theory also requires that all the first four 
Trumpets (ch. viii.) be assigned to the troublesome redactor. 
The most successful part of it is the rearrangement of the 
material in xx. 4-xxil. Some rearrangement is clearly 
needed, and Charles makes it probable that the New Jeru- 
salem which comes down from heaven is not that in which 
the saints live for ever, but the scene of the Messiah’s 
temporary, millenial reign on earth with the martyrs only, 
during which Satan is bound, and spiritual work is carried 
on for the conversion of the heathen. 

A theory of a different kind was proposed by Oman,} 
i.e. that the present arrangement of the book was due to 
the accidental transposition of sheets. He supposes 
‘a codex of seven quires of double sheets, with the last 
page left blank as a cover and protection of the writing, 
so that the last quire consists of three and the others of 
four sections. In such a codex one sheet was laid above 
another, then both were folded, then all the quires were 
sewn together through the fold.” But an editor found the 
sheets in confusion, and in transcribing them made many 
additions, enough to fill between three and four sheets, 
his work being frequently vitiated by his misunder- 
standing of the writer’s meaning. The editorial additions 


* [Principal of Westminster College, Cambridge.] Zhe Book of 
Revelation, 1923. 
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being omitted, the rearrangement of the book is as 
follows : 


Previous Order. New Order. 
Sections 1-4 I-4 i. g-iii. 22, 
II-I5 5-9 xX. I-xiv. 5, transposing xxui. 
6-8a to follow x. 10, and 
omitting xi. 14-19. 
18 IO Xv. 5-Xvi. 16, omitting xvi. 15. 
2% II xix. II-2I, transposing xiv. 
19 b, 20 to follow xix. 16. 
7 I2 vi. 2-17. 
19-22 13-16 xvi. I7-xix. ga. 
26, 27 17,18 xxi. 9-xxii. 17, omitting xxii. 
6-9. 
24 Ig Xvi. 15; xix. 9 b, 10; xx. I-Io. 
5, 6 20, 21 Iv. I-vi. I. 
8-10 22-24 vii. I-ix. 21. 
16 25 xi. I4-19; xiv. 6-11. 
17 26 xiv. I2-xv. 4, omitting xiv. 
19 b, 20. 
25 27 XX. TI-xx1, &. 


This order Dr. Oman arrived at by putting the sections 
of the Greek text on separate sheets, and arranging them 
simply in what appeared to be their naturalsequence. But 
the remarkable result was reached that, when the editorial 
glosses were omitted, nearly every section? occupied, 
within a word or two, one sheet or more of thirty-three 
lines in Gebhardt’s text. 

The reader’s first feeling is that the result is too good 
to be true. That, however, would be an unjust criticism 
if the result were substantiated. But there appear to 
the present writer to be three objections to the theory: 
(1) Dr. Oman’s sketch of the course of thought of his 


1 19 is one line, and 25 more than a line and a half, too long, 20 and 
26 being short by the same amounts. 
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rearranged text is a more consistent and coherent whole 
than it actually yields. (2) Too much manipulation seems 
to be required. In some cases the editorial glosses appear 
to be due to the theory, and are not always self-evident. 
(3) It is psychologically improbable that a seer, writing in 
the heat of his spirit, fitted his sections so exactly (with two 
exceptions) to his sheets. And if he had really done so, 
would he have allowed himself the two exceptions ?? 

Date. (a) External evidence. The incorporation in the 
book of sources belonging to different dates is probably 
one reason for the variations in the patristic tradition. 
(i) Trajan. This date is given by two late writers. See 
Swete, Apocalypse, p. xcvi., who suggests that this may have 
been due to the statement of Irenaeus (11. xxii. 5) that 
John ‘remained with them till the time of Trajan’. Other 
traditions favour a date before Domitian. (11) Vero. Jerome 
(adv. Jovin. i. 26) understands some words of Tertullian to 
mean that the exile in Patmos was in Nero’s reign. The 
same is stated in the title prefixed to both the Syriac 
versions of the Afocalypse. And Theophylact (Praef. in 
Joan.) rather confusedly says that John wrote the Gospel 
in the island of Patmos thirty-two years after Christ’s 
Ascension, i.e. c. 64. (ill) Claudius. This is the date twice 
given by Epiphanius (Haer. li. 12, 33). (iv) But the best 
evidence points to the reign of Domitian. Iren. (v. xxx. 3, 
Eus. 1. £. ili. 18; iv. 8): ‘almost in our own generation, 
towards the end of Domitian’s reign.’ Victorinus (i 
Apoc. X. 11; xvil. 10). Eus. (iii. 18) relates it as a tradition 
(karéxet Adyos) that John escaped from Patmos after the 
death of Domitian. Similarly Jer. (De vir. zl/. 9). See also 
Clem. Al. Quis dives, 42. Domitian died in Sept. 96. 

(4) Internal evidence. Some of the writer’s sources seem 
to belong to the reign of Nero, or at least to a date before 


* And see a criticism by A. E. Brooke [Provost of King’s College, 
Cambridge], Journ. of Theol. Studies, April, 1924, pp. 303-9. 
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the fall of Jerusalem. In xi. 1, 8 it is assumed that the 
temple and city are still standing, though the writer 
probably gave his own spiritual interpretation to the 
words. xii. 14-16 seems to refer to the escape of Christians 
from the city, and their safety during the ‘time, times, and 
half a time’ of Antichrist’s rule. (This, however, might 
belong to Vespasian’s reign.) In the reign of Domitian, 
which our author regards as the time of Antichrist, all 
escape would be impossible. The thought of the approach- 
ing fall of Jerusalem as being the imminent coming of the 
End, pictured by the author, led Lightfoot, Westcott, and 
Hort to date the book before 7o. 

Vespasian is probably referred to in xvii. 10: the sixth 
emperor who ‘is’ seems to be Vespasian, reckoning from 
Augustus, and excluding Galba, Otho, and Vitellius who 
were little more than insurrectionary leaders. And some 
have thought that xviii. 4 ‘Go forth, My people out of 
her... that ye receive not of her plagues’ is an isolated 
fragment from the time of Nero or Vespasian, because 
it is held that after ch. xiii the plagues are poured upon 
a wholly pagan world, all Christians having been martyred. 

But the book in its complete form must be dated in the 
reign of Domitian. The spiritual deterioration of Ephesus 
(i. 4-6), Sardis (iii. 1-3), and Laodicea (iil. 15-19), and the 
development of the Nicolaitan party (il. 6), suggest a date 
some time after St. Paul’s death. The Church of Smyrna, 
which did not exist in St. Paul’s day (Polyc. Phzl. xi), had 
apparently been developing for some years. The emperor- 
worship described in the terrible picture of the two beasts 
(ch. xiii), with the persecution inflicted on those who 
refused, were features of Domitian’s reign, of which there 
is no evidence at an earlier date. Above all there are clear 
references to the expectation that Nero would reappear. 
This took two forms: at first the belief was current that 
he was not dead, but had fled to Parthia whence he would 
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appear with the Parthian forces; and between 69 and 88 
three pretenders appeared in the East. This beliefappears 
in the Sibyll. Or. v. 143-8 (71-4 a.pD.), and the Parthian 
invasion is probably spoken of in Rev. vi. 2; ix. 13-21 ; Xvi. 
12-14, also, according to Charles, in the Jewish source 
lying behind xvii. 12-17. Then the myth of Nero redivivus 
became fused with the myth of Antichrist. He was 
expected to appear not as a man but as the beast from the 
abyss. This idea was impossible till after the last pretender 
appeared in 88, and therefore the passages which reflect it 
in chs. xiii, xvii must belong to the latter half of Domitian’s 
reign. Charles is probably right in holding that Domitian 
is not identified with him; the part was to be played by 
a supernatural monster. 

Authorship. The tradition of the apostolic authorship is 
met with from the middle of the second century. Justin 
speaks of the author as ‘one of the apostles of Christ’ 
(Dial. 81; cf. Eus. H.£. iv. 18). Tert. (c. Mare. ii. 14) 
‘The apostle John in the Apocalypse describes a sword 
proceeding from the mouth of God’. Hippol. (Lagarde, 
p- 17) ‘ Tell me, O blessed John, apostle and disciple of the 
Lord, what didst thou see and hear concerning Babylon ?’ 
Orig. (x Joan. tom. i. 14) ‘John the son of Zebedee 
says in the Apocalypse’. Victorinus (De fabric. mundi ') 
‘The angels... who are called elders in the Apocalypse 
of John the apostle and evangelist’. To these must be 
added Irenaeus, who three times assigns the book to 
‘John the disciple of the Lord’ (1v. xx. 11, xxx. 4; V. Xxvi. 1). 
This does not call him an apostle, but throughout his pages 
he appears to know (apart from John the Baptist) of no other 
John than the son of Zebedee. He uses the same expres- 
sion of the author of the Fourth Gospel (e. g. v. xviii. 2). 

Further, i. g implies that the author belonged to Asia, to 
the Churches of which he was writing; and tradition tells 

1 Routh, Religuiae Sacrae?, iii, p. 461. 
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of a John of Asia who was banished to Patmos and 
returned to Ephesus. Eus. (H. £. iii. 20) gives it as 
a traditional statement of ‘the ancient men amongst us’ 
that in Nerva’s reign (i. e. c. 96) ‘the apostle John after his 
flight to the island took up his residence at Ephesus’, which 
is probably based, as Lawlor! shows, on the Memoirs of 
Hegesippus (c. 150-80). It is supported by Clem. Al. 
(Quis dives 42), and Acta Joh. Orig. (in Mait. xvi. 6) says 
that the Roman emperor, ‘as tradition teaches’, condemned 
him to the island of Patmos; Tert. (Praescr. 36) that he 
was banished to the island after being plunged, at Rome, 
into boiling oil. And Victorinus (77 Afoc. x. 11) says that 
‘when John saw the visions he was in the island of Patmos, 
having been condemned im metallum by Domitian Caesar’. 

But there were many Johns in the early Church; and 
against the uncritical assumption (for it is probably no 
more) that an inspired writer named John must have been 
the apostle there are serious objections. As early as 
Dionysius Alex. (c. 240) criticisms were heard. He could 
not assign the book to the apostle John who wrote the 
Fourth Gospel and ‘the Catholic Epistle’ (i.e. z John) for 
three reasons: (1) The writer’s use of his own name, 
which the evangelist avoids; (2) the difference of ideas 
and thoughts, and the absence of some which are markedly 
characteristic of the Gospel ; (3) the linguistic eccentricities, 
barbarisms, solecisms, provincialisms, which are completely 
lacking in the smooth and flowing Greek of the Gospel 
and Epistle (Eus. H. £. vii. 25). The last point is 
abundantly illustrated in Charles’ study of the grammar.’ 
Even if the book was written at the earliest date claimed 
for it, it is psychologically impossible for the same author 
afterwards to have written the Gospel. And this difficulty 
is greatly increased if it was written in the reign of 


1 Eusebiana, pp. 51 ff. 
2 Revelation, vol. i, pp. exvii-cxliv. 
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Domitian, very shortly before the Gospel. Burney’ 
suggests that while the Fourth Gospel was written in 
Aramaic, and translated by some one well acquainted with 
Greek, the Apocalypse, which also reflects an Aramaic 
mind, was written by the same author in such Greek as 
he could compass, after he had gone to live in Asia. To 
identify the author of the Apocalypse with that of the 
Gospel is not, indeed, the same as to assign it to the son 
of Zebedee. Apart from any other considerations, the 
latter is rendered practically impossible by the words of 
Rey. xxi. 14. Could the apostle John have written of the 
twelve foundations of the walls of the city, upon which 
were written ‘the names of the twelve apostles of the 
Lamb’? But the book cannot, in fact, have been written 
by any immediate associate of Jesus. There is not a sign 
that the author had been His companion, or that he had 
a first-hand knowledge of His words. He does not repro- 
duce a trace of His teaching on the Fatherhood of God, or 
His spiritual Kingdom. The whole idea of his ordered 
eschatological scheme is alien to the thought of Mk. xii. 
32: ‘Of that day and hour knoweth no man’ (cf. Acts i. 7). 
In xi. r the temple, as distinct from the court (v. 2), is 
measured for protection against destruction, in contrast 
with Mk. xii. 1, 2. In ii. 21 Christ says, ‘I will grant him 
to sit with Me on My throne’, a prerogative which Jesus 
Himself disclaimed (Mk. x. 40). The improbability that the 
author was the son of Zebedee is extreme, apart from the 
tradition that the latter suffered martyrdom at a date long 
before the reign of Domitian (see pp. 272-5). Dionysius, 
dissenting from the idea that the author was John Mark, 
makes a vague suggestion that it was ‘another of those 
who were at Ephesus, since people say that there are two 
tombs at Ephesus, and each. is called John’s’. And we 
must content ourselves with being similarly vague. The 
1 The Aramaic Origin of the Fourth Gospel, p. 149. 
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writer was a prophet, as he claims himself (i. 3; xxii. 9), 
and evidently a Palestinian who had lived in Asia, to which 
he could write with the spiritual authority which prophets 
could always exercise in the first century. 
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VIII. THE JOHANNINE GOSPEL AND 
EPISTIES 


§1. Lhe Fourth Gospel 


HIS Gospel has long been one of the chief battle- 

grounds of New Testament criticism. To estimate 
the true inwardness of the Johannine problem it is essential 
to obtain a grasp of the contents of the Gospel as a whole. 
Many analyses have been made, but none of them has 
succeeded in exhausting ‘the brooding fulness of thought 
and the inner unity of religious purpose which fill the 
book’ (Moffatt). It is clear that the writer’s purpose was 
religious rather than biographical ; and it is from that point 
that we can go on to study the relation of the Gospel to 
the Synoptic three, its authorship, and the historical trust- 
worthiness of its narrative. 

Apart from ch. xxi, which has been added as an appendix 
(see p. 264 f.), the book divides into two sections of unequal 
length, i-xii, and xili-xx, which teach respectively that 
Christ brought Life into the world, and that the Life 
became fully available only through His self-sacrifice and 
death. 


A. i-xii. Christ brought Life into the world. 


(1) i. 1-14. The fact is involved in the eternal Nature of the 

Logos, and in His Incarnation. 
15-51. Witnesses to Him. 

(2) ii. r-iv. 42. The religion of the new Life is spiritual, 

superseding all others. 
(a) ii. 1-22, Christ illustrated this by ‘signs’: vv. 1-11, 

Water turned to Wine: i.e. the New is better than the 
Old; vv. 12-22, Cleansing of the temple: i.e. the New 
purges out the Old; wv. 23-5, the signs produced 
apparent belief. 
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(6) iii. r-iv. 42, The same is taught in three discourses : 
iii. 1-21, Christ teaches Nicodemus that Christianity is 
the religion of spritual regeneration ; vv. 22-36, the 
Baptist declares that Christ is superior to himself, for 
He is from above, and giveth the Spzrit without measure ; 
iv. 1-42, Christ teaches the Samaritan woman that 
Christianity is a spiritual and therefore universal 
religion. 

(3) iv. 43-vi. 59. The new Life is health and peace. 

(a) iv. 43-v. 18. Christ illustrated this by ‘signs’: iv. 46- 
54, The healing of the nobleman’s son; v. 1-18, The 
healing of the man at the pool of Bethesda. (In the 
latter case the peace which he wins is not only health 
but freedom from the law of the Sabbath.) 

(6) v. 19-47. The same is taught in a discourse: v. 19-30, 
The Son can give the new Life because of His oneness 
with the Father in power and function ; v. 31-47, Wit- 
ness was borne to Him by John (in whom they de- 
lighted), Scripture (in which they thought to have 
eternal life), Moses (in whom they hoped), and, greater 
still, by the works which His Father had given Him to 
do, and by the Father Himself. 

(c) vi. 1-21. Twomore signs: vi. 1-15, The feeding of the 
five thousand: i.e. the preservation of life ; vi, 16-21, 
The immediate arrival of the boat when He came 
to them on the water : i.e. the preservation of peace. 

(d) vi. 22-59. Discourse on the Bread of Life. 

(4) vi. 60-vill. 59. The offer of the new Life sifts believers 
from unbelievers. 

(a) vi. 60-vii. 13. The Spirit that giveth Life, i.e. Christ’s 
teaching (63), sifted those disciples who deserted Him 
from the others (66), and Judas Iscariot from the rest of 
the twelve (67-71); the Jews sought to kill him (vii. 1) ; 
His brethren did not believe in Him (2-10); and the 
multitude were divided (11-193). 

(6) vii. 14-52 ;1 viii. 12-59. Two discourses on His Nature, 
in conflict with His opponents. 


? viii, 1-11. The story of the woman taken in adultery is a later 
addition to the Gospel. 
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(5) ix, x. The new Life gives the Light of truth in contrast 

with the darkness of error. 

(a) ix. 1-7. Christ illustrated this by a ‘sign’: the healing 

of the man born blind. 

(6) ix. 8-34. The discourse takes the form of the man’s 
dialogue with the Jews, followed by 

ix. 35-41. The Lord’s comment to the effect that He 
does not give light to those who think that they see. 

(c) x.1-18. Discourse on the Good Shepherd, leading to 

X. 19-42. Renewed division and opposition. 

(6) xi, xii. The new Life is reached through Death. 

(a) xi. 1-44, Christ illustrated this by a‘ sign’: the rais- 
ing of Lazarus. 

(0) xi. 45-57. The Sanhedrin plot to kill Him, i. e. they un- 
wittingly acted so as to bring about life through death ; 
and (50) Caiaphas unwittingly pronounced the truth. 

(c) xii. 1-11. The anointing at Bethany was an unwitting 
consecration to death. 

(d) xii. 12-19. The triumphal Entry was the crowd’s un- 
witting pronouncement of the truth. 

(e) xii. 20-36a. The same is taught in a discourse. 

(xii. 36b-43. Epilogue. 
xli. 44-50. Summary of Christ’s teaching.) 
B. xiii-xx. The Self-sacrifice and Death which issued in Life. 

(1) xiii. 1-30. In figure and prediction. 

(2) xiii. 31-xvii. 26. In discourse. 

(3) xviii-xx. In act. 

No account is here taken of the transpositions which have 
been suggested (see pp. 262 ff.). If they are accepted the 
analysis will be slightly modified, but the writer’s meaning 
and method as a whole are not affected. Action, ‘sign’, 
and discourse are carefully planned in such a way as to 
make the whole story of Christ’s life and death a working 
out of a grand thesis.’ 

Relation to the Synoptists. The Fourth Evangelist is 
so largely independent that some have doubted whether 

1 See H. Windisch, Der Johanneische Erzdhlungsstil, Eucharisterion 


ii. 175-213. 
| 2594-6 ) 


258 THE JOHANNINE GOSPEL AND EPISTLES 


he even knew the other Gospels ; e. g. Windisch,’ because 
(1) the evangelist says so little in actual words to show that 
he was consciously correcting them; (2) the agreements 
are too few; (3) to make divergences so wide from writings 
recognized by the Church would be too bold. But it would 
be surprising that none of the Synoptic Gospels should 
have been known to a writer in Ephesus, at a date at least 
twenty years after the publication of the earliest of them ; 
and of course the earlier they are dated the more surpris- 
ing it becomes. In language, and in some ideas and nar- 
ratives, there is more affinity with Mark and Luke than 
with Matt? 

A few of the more important divergences from them 
may be noted. In Mk.1. 10f. the vision of the Dove, with the 
Voice at the Baptism, is experienced only by Jesus (eZéev) ; 
in Matt. and Luke it is not clear whether others saw it; 
but in Jn. i. 32f. it was specially vouchsafed to the Baptist, 
and a prediction is recorded that he should see it. In Lk. 
ill. 23 Jesus was ‘about thirty years’ of age; but in Jn. 
vill. 57 ‘Thou art not yet fifty years old’ seems to imply 
that He was a good deal more than thirty. The Synoptists 
place the cleansing of the Temple at the end, John at the 
beginning. In Matt. and Mark Jesus is not recorded to 
have visited Judaea between His departure to Galilee after 
the temptations and the triumphal entry into Jerusalem; 
Luke, however, has indications, and (according to the best 
reading in iv. 44) one explicit statement, that He was 
in Judaea during part of His ministry (see the writer’s 
note on Matt. v. 1); in John He went four times to Jeru- 


* Leitschr. N.T. Wiss., 1911, p.174f. But he now holds (Johannes 
u.d. Synoptiker, 1926) that he intended, by his ‘absolute Gospel’, to 
displace the others. 

* See Moffatt, Zutrod. Lit. N.T.,p.535f.; Streeter, The Four Gospels, 
393-426. To Moffatt’s instances may be added i. 34, if the reading of 
x* Syr™ ‘the Elect of God’ be accepted with Blass, Nestle, and 
Zahn; cf. Lk. ix..3953 xxiii, 35. 
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salem (ii. 13; v. 1; vii. 10; x. 23), and once to Bethany in 
Judaea (xi. 7), before the later visit to Bethany and the 
entry, and the greater part of the Gospel is concerned 


~ with His work at the capital. According to Jn. iii. 22-4 


Jesus began His ministry and was baptizing in Judaea 
while ‘John was not yet cast into prison’; but it is as 
clearly stated in Matt. iv. 12; Mk. i. 14, and implied in Lk. 
lil. 18-20, that His ministry began after John’s imprison- 
ment. As against the Synoptic records of teaching in 
Galilee the only piece of Galilean teaching in John is in 
vi. 26-59, part of which (? vv. 41-59) is placed in the syna- 
gogue at Capharnaum, where, however, a controversy with 
‘Jews’ (vv. 41, 52) is unexpected. In Matt, Mb&., if not in 
Luke, the Last Supper is the Passover ; in John it is held 
on the day before. In Matt, Wk. there are Resurrection 
appearances in Galilee; in John, as in Luke, they are 
confined to Jerusalem and the neighbourhood. These 
instances will illustrate the way in which the writer dealt 
with the Synoptic traditions. On some points he probably 
had the more trustworthy information; in other cases 
alterations and rearrangements were the result of his use 
of the events as falling into line with the spiritual scheme 
of thought which the Gospel presents. 

More important than discrepancies in historical details 
are the differences in the portraiture of our Lord. In his 
attractive work According to St. John (1926), ch. ix, Lord 
Charnwood is compelled to show ‘the ways in which this 
falls short, or seems to do so, of presenting to us our Lord 
as we can believe Him to have been’. He thinks, indeed, 
that chs. xii-xvil set before us, for the most part, a figure 
of our Lord which is very vivid, and, so far, true to the 
impressions which we get from the other Gospels, adding 
to its consistency, its compactness, and its force. On the 
other hand there are elements in the portraiture, chiefly in 
chs. i-xi, which are felt to be discordant with that in the 

$2 
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Synoptists. There is an absence of practical counsel on 
the details of daily moral life; and an absence of the 
human compassion of the Man who went about doing 
good; both of which impress us deeply in the other 
Gospels. By the time of the evangelist it had become 
necessary to guard the Christian community from being 
merged in surrounding masses, and its belief from fading 
out amid a chaos of loose, fantastic ideas; and, therefore, 
with the sharp line which he felt obliged to draw between 
the brotherhood and the world, between the believer and 
the unbeliever, ‘it is not surprising that we miss certain 
notes which sound loudly elsewhere in the New Testa- 
ment; only in missing them we miss what we believe to 
have been the accents of our Lord’. Another note that 
we miss is the ‘elasticity’ with which our Lord discouraged 
the idea of a saved and exclusive community; the writer, 
as a divine rather than a missionary, shows no positive 
sign of such vitality of human sympathy. Again, ‘The 
Jesus of the other Gospels is meek, and above all forgiving. 
Is He so here, and, if at all, has the Evangelist himself 
acquired His temper? ... Strange that no echo of this 
wonderful note which sounds throughout the story is 
heard when we read the Fourth Gospel. The very design 
of the book is fraught with the writer’s anger.’ Above all, 
in this Gospel our Lord from the very first publishes His 
own personal claim, and confronts the Jewish people with 
challenging statements of it. But ‘no sort of gainsaying 
of Christ’s personal attributes could, according to the 
other Gospels, be His ground of quarrel with any man.... 
The business in hand is the kingdom, not Himself. There 
is here the whole difference which again and again in 
history has distinguished the man who leads and governs 
from the man interested in obtaining due acknowledgement 
of his right to govern.’ The evangelist enters into the 
cloud, and sees a transfigured Christ, so that in attempting 
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to convey his impression of the ‘glory’ of the Incarnate 
Logos he departs from the threefold portrait of the Jesus 
that we know. 

Composition. A broad distinction between the Synoptic 
Gospels and the Fourth is that while the former are com- 
pilations the latter is a composition. Nothing satisfactory 
has yet been written, though many have taken in hand to 
draw up schemes, to show that an originally apostolic 
writing has been incorporated by an editor or editors with 
expansions and additions. Ch. xxi, indeed, is an addition 
to the Gospel as originally written, and the writer who 
was responsible for that may perhaps have touched up 
chs. i-xx in respect of some details. But the general unity 
of plan and spirit forbids the idea either of partition into 
sources or of extensive revision. Instances of attempts of 
this kind may be seen in Moffatt (of. cit, pp. 558-61). And 
see Cheetham,’ Church Quart. Review, April 1924, pp. 14- 
35. The author had, indeed (as Moffatt says), ‘access to 
some reliable historical traditions for his work’, and among 
them ‘a certain oral tradition (Johannine or not) upon the 
life of Jesus, which had hitherto flowed apart from the 
ordinary channels of evangelic composition’. But that is 
something quite different from the editorial working up of 
written sources. 

While, however, the general unity of the book is recog- 
nized, it cannot be denied that it contains difficulties which 
suggest the possibility of dislocations, some, perhaps, 
scribal and accidental, others, apparently, editorial and 
deliberate. Bacon? points out the anticipation by Tatian 
of some of the modern proposals of transposition. The 
instances given here are not all equally striking, but 
they will show the sort of difficulties that present them- 
selves. 


1 Principal of Egerton Hall, Manchester. 
2 The Fourth Gospel in Research and Debate, ch. xix. 


262 THE JOHANNINE GOSPEL AND EPISTLES 


John’s witness of himself in i. 15 is an awkward paren- 
thesis referring by anticipation to his words in v. 30; it 
may originally have stood elsewhere, or was possibly 
a marginal note, perhaps on v. 8. In ili. 22 the statement 
that Jesus came into the land of Judaea is a little strange, 
because, according to the present order of the text, He 
went thither from Jerusalem; and some would transpose 
ili. 22-30 to follow ii. 12, so that He would go from 
Capharnaum into the land of Judaea, where He stayed 
and baptized, and then to Jerusalem. In iv. 43f. we are 
told that, after spending two days in the Samaritan district, 
the Lord departed thence into Galilee, ‘for Jesus Himself 
witnessed that a prophet in his own country (zazpés) hath 
no honour’. Since Samaria was not His own country, the 
words, as they stand, seem to refer to Judaea which He 
had just left (iv. 3); but the evangelist knew that though 
Bethlehem was the village in which He was actually born, 
Galilee and not Judaea was His warpis (vil. 41 f.). If the 
words are in their right place we must adopt some such 
explanation as that of Brooke:! ‘Jesus in spite of His 
success stays only two days. His true work is in Galilee, 
His own country, where He is not likely to receive honours 
which at present would be dangerous.’ But this is difficult, 
and the words may belong to another context. Some 
writers wish to transpose chs. v, vi, because the words 
‘Jesus went away across the sea of Galilee’ imply that He 
had been in Galilee and not in Jerusalem (as in ch. v). He 
will then have crossed after being in Cana (iv. 46), and fed 
the 5,000 before going to Jerusalem at the unnamed feast 
(v. 1), which in that case would be Pentecost. During that 
visit the Jews persecuted Him (v. 16), and sought to kill 
Him (v, 18); and vii. 1, in which this is given as His reason 
for going to Galilee, naturally follows at once the account 
of the danger. Further, beside the transposition of chs. v, 


1 Peake’s Commentary, ad loc. 
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vi, there is something to be said for transposing vii. 15-24 
to follow ch. v. The question ‘Is not this He whom they 
wish to kill?’ (vii. 25) is strange immediately after Jesus 
had spoken with the Jews about it (vv. 19, 20), but not’ un- 
natural if He had been away in Galilee, and had just come 
up secretly to the feast, and taught in the temple (v. 14). 
In the latter case ‘Behold He speaketh openly’ (v. 26) 
follows well upon v. 14; also ‘How knoweth this man 
writings, &c.’ (v. 15) suitably echoes ‘If ye believe not his 
writings, &c.’ (v. 47). In x.1 the metaphor of the sheepfold 
is introduced so abruptly that some would place vv. 1-18 
after v. 29, following sayings about sheep. And this brings 
into closer conjunction the second cyéopa (x. 19) with the 
first (ix. 16). In xii. 44 ‘Jesus cried and said, &c.’ is un- 
expected after v. 36 b ‘ Jesus departed and was hidden from 
them’. The whole statement of His rejection by the Jews 
(vv. 36 b-43) is a natural conclusion of the narrative before 
the final events, and it seems probable that vv. 44-50 should 
be transposed to follow v. 36a. In xiv. 31 the words ‘ Arise, 
let us go hence’ scarcely seem to leave enough time for 
the further long discourse in chs. xv, xvi. The sequence 
of thought is as good, if not better, if these chapters are 
placed before ch. xiv, bringing ‘I am the Vine’ into con- 
junction with the Last Supper, and the words about un- 
fruitful branches into conjunction with the departure of 
Judas. Writers disagree as to the exact point to which 
they belong ; either before ‘ Now is the Son of Man glorified’ 
(xiii. 31 b) or after xiii. 38 would be suitable. xviii. 13-24 
has very likely suffered dislocation. In v. 13 Caiaphas is 
stated to be high priest ; and in v. 19 ‘the high priest’ ques- 
tions Jesus; but not till v. 24 is it related that Annas sent 
Him to Caiaphas. Again, it is hardly probable that the 
story of Peter’s denial was originally broken into two 
pieces, vv. 15-18 and 25-7, the last words of v. 18 being 
repeated almost verbally at the beginning of v. 25. For 
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a rearrangement in this case we are able to point to some 
textual support: Syr*™ places v. 24 between vv. 13 and 14, 
and vv. 16-18 between vv. 23 and 25, which is not the 
arrangement of the Diatessaron in any form known to us. 
_ The latter transposition may also have stood in the Old 
Latin codex e, in which case the evidence is greatly 
strengthened.! 

Two passages, the story of the Woman taken in adultery 
(vii. 53-vili. 11) and the last chapter (xxi), were not originally 
parts of the Gospel. In the former case the MS. evidence 
as well as the style and vocabulary are decisive, though 
there can be little doubt that it is a genuine incident. The 
latter is obviously an Appendix added after the con- 
clusion of the Gospel (xx. 30f.). Moffatt? thinks that it 
was not the work of the evangelist, and notes some 
linguistic features and peculiarities in which it differs from 
the Gospel. But they are hardly striking enough to make 
the difference of authorship certain. 

Authorship. The results here arrived at on this disputed 
subject are as follows: (1) The Fourth Gospel was not 
written by John the son of Zebedee, but by a person 
known as John the Elder, who exercised authority in the 
Church at Ephesus towards the end of the first century. 
(2) He was accustomed to think in the Aramaic language, 
and had been in Jerusalem, where he obtained some of his 
material from local tradition. (3) He had been an eye- 
witness of the Crucifixion, which must have been in his 
boyhood ; and had known something of John the son of 
Zebedee, whom he deeply revered, and thought of as the 
ideal disciple of Jesus, him whom He loved; and from him 
he gained some more material. 

The internal evidence, apart from a single verse, is all 

* See Turner, Journ. Theol. Studies, Oct. 1900, p. 141 f.; Burkitt, 


Evang. da Mepharreshe, ii, p. 316. 
? Introd. Lit, N.T., p. 572. 
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against the apostolic authorship: (a) The author nowhere 
claims to be an Apostle; the writing is anonymous. (0) It 
is in the last degree improbable that he should have 
spoken of himself as ‘the disciple whom Jesus loved’. 
(c) It is very unlikely that the son of Zebedee, one of the 
innermost and most intimate circle of the twelve, should 
have made use of the work of St. Mark and St. Luke who 
were not apostles. (d) It is very unlikely that the son of 
Zebedee would have reached the type of thought that is 
sketched in the following words of Streeter (p. 424 f.): 
‘The Gospels of Mark, Luke and John form, it would seem, 
a series—Luke being dependent on Mark, and John on both 
the others. This conclusion of documentary analysis is con- 
firmed by its correspondence with a parallel evolution in the 
doctrinal emphasis in the several Gospels. Here also Mark, 
Luke and John form a progressive series the characteristic 
direction of which is a tendency to make more and more of the 
idea of Christianity as the universal religion, free from the 
limitations of its Jewish origin, and, along with this, to lay less 
and less stress on the original Apocalyptic expectation of an 
immediate visible return of the Master. The Fourth Gospel is 
thus the climax reached in the development of theology in the 
New Testament towards the naturalisation of Christianity 
in the Hellenic world.’ 


One verse in the Appendix (xxi. 24), written in the first 
person plural, declares that the writer of. the Gospel was 
the beloved disciple with whom the foregoing incident is 
concerned: ‘ This is the disciple who witnesses concerning 
these things and who wrote these things, and we know 
that his witness is true.’ The words would not have been 
written if the fact had not been disputed ; and the leaders 
at some Church centre found it necessary to write them. 
But could the authorship of such a book, if it was really 
written by one of the Twelve, have been for one moment 
disputed anywhere? In the fight against Gnosticism it 
became necessary to urge the continuity of tradition from 
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the apostles ; and the result was that in some cases writings 
which formed a very early factor in that tradition were 
believed to be not only ‘apostolic’, but actually written by 
the pen of apostles. Matthew and Hebrews are instances 
in point. 

John xxi. 24 is probably the earliest evidence of that 
belief in the case of the Fourth Gospel. But the same 
necessity for defending the apostolic authorship was felt 
in the West till the end of the second century. Irenaeus 
(c. Igo) is at pains to emphasize the fact that there can be, 
from the nature of things, neither more nor less than four 
Gospels, in opposition to some who accepted more and 
some less. Hippolytus, at the close of the century, in 
Rome, wrote a work, not now extant, ‘In defence of the 
Gospel and Apocalypse of John’; and as Streeter says, 
‘no one defends what nobody attacks’. The attacks do 
not appear to have come from heretics ; most of the Gnostics 
accepted the Fourth Gospel, and the Montanists valued it 
highly for its teaching on the Spirit, the Paraclete. But 
some persons whom Epiphanius nicknames Alogi, Le. 
&oyot, which ‘may be translated equally well by “ Anti- 
Logosites” or “ Irrationalists”’ (Streeter), ascribed both 
the Gospel and the Apocalypse to the heretic Cerinthus, 
and, among other criticisms, laid stress on the differences 
of order between it and the Synoptic Gospels. And Gaius 
of Rome, whether he was one of their number or not, 
ascribed the Apocalypse to the same heretic, he himself 
being quite an orthodox person in his opposition to the 
Montanists. Once more, the writer of the Muratorian frag- 
ment, expressing, perhaps, the official view of the Roman 
Church (see p. 347), reveals the same need for the defence 
of the apostolic authorship, stating that the Gospel was 
written by the apostle John, with the endorsement of all 
the apostles; and therefore that the divergences in the 
Gospels do not affect the faith of believers. And in speaking 
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of z Johv he says of the writer, ‘For so he declares himself 
not an eye-witness and a hearer only, but a witness of all 
the marvels of the Lord in order’, which looks like an 
answer to the criticisms of the Alogi. 

The Logos doctrine was at first alien to Western 
Christian thought, and might be considered to have 
a Gnostic tendency. So that for something like a century 
after the Gospel was written, Rome does not seem to have 
felt itself bound by any ancient and authoritative tradition 
of the apostolic authorship. 

Further, we should expect that many in earlier days 
who did believe the Fourth Gospel to be the work of an 
apostle would say so, or indicate in some way their belief 
in its apostolic authorship. And yet the study of its 
canonical recognition (see pp. 294-397) shows that there 
is ‘a steady decrease in the employment and recognition 
of the Fourth Gospel by those who might reasonably be 
supposed to know it, as we approach the date and region 
where its currency and authority should be at a maximum’ 
(Bacon}). A striking instance is seen in Ignatius. If the 


‘apostle John died in Ephesus within twenty years before 


the letters of Ignatius, it is strange that the latter should 
write to the Ephesians, ‘ Ye are associates in the mysteries 
of Paul’, and say not a word about the authority of John, 
which would to them be supreme, and that although it is 
pretty clear that he knew the Fourth Gospel. The ‘silence 
of Ignatius’, in spite of all attempts to explain it, remains 
difficult. And not less so is the silence of Polycarp, if (as 
Irenaeus said) he was a companion of John. 

The uncertainty in the patristic traditions has been 
caused by a complex of facts: (1) A John was known at 
a late date at Ephesus. (2) The name John is claimed by 
the author of the Afocalypse, who wrote to the Churches 
of Asia. (3) Papias speaks of a John whom he calls the 

1 The Fourth Gospel in Research and Debate, p. 334. 
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Elder. (4) The author of 2, 3 John styles himself the 
Elder. (5) Dionysius of Alexandria had heard of two Johns 
buried at Ephesus. P. Gardner! is even led to say that 
‘the question of the Johns of Ephesus is so obscure that 
it will never be solved’. 

Irenaeus writes: ‘All the elders, who consorted in Asia 
with John the disciple of the Lord, witness that John 
delivered [the Apocalypse]; for he abode with them till the 
times of Trajan’ (11. xxii.5; Eus. H. £. ili. 23). ‘And there 
are those who heard him [sc. Polycarp], and that John the 
disciple of the Lord went, &c.’ (m1. iii. 4; Eus. 7. £. iv. 14). 
‘The Church that is in Ephesus was founded by Paul, but 
John, who abode with them till the time of Trajan, is a true 
witness of the tradition of the apostles’ (¢bzd.; Eus. H. £. 
iii. 23). He speaks of Polycarp, whom he had seen in 
lower Asia when he was himself a boy, and ‘his com- 
panionship with John, as he declared, and with the rest of 
those who had seen the Lord’ (Epist. to Florinus; Eus. 
H. E..v.20). Polycrates, bishop of Ephesus, wrote to Victor 
of Rome on the Paschal question, A.D. 195. In his letter 
he says: ‘And further, John also, who lay on the Lord’s 
bosom, who became a priest wearing the priestly plate (7d 
méraov), and a martyr and teacher, he sleeps at Ephesus’ 
(Eus. H. £. iii. 31; v. 24). And Eusebius states (H. £. v. 18) 
that Apollonius (c. 186) ‘used passages from John’s Apo- 
calypse, and relates that a dead man, through the power of 
God, was raised to life by John at Ephesus’. 

For all the Aramaic colouring of its language the Gospel 
was suited to readers surrounded with Hellenistic perils, 
which supports the tradition of its Asiatic origin. And 
the knowledge of its characteristic teaching and vocabulary 
shown in the Odes of Solomon, and by Ignatius and 
Polycarp, tends to confirm this. 

Irenaeus nowhere speaks of ‘John the Apostle’, but, as 

1 The Ephesian Gospel, p. 74. 
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has been said, it is improbable that (apart from the Baptist) 
he ever meant any other John. In 1. ix. 2 the name John 
and the title Apostle are applied to him in successive 
clauses; and the collocation of John with ‘the rest of 
those who had seen the Lord’ (£4. to Florinus) should be 
compared with words in m1. ili. 4 (Eus. Hf. £. iv. 14): 
‘Polycarp was not only taught by apostles, and com- 
panioned with many who had seen the Lord, but was 
appointed bishop by apostles, &c.’ If, then, his recollec- 
tions of Polycarp’s words are correct, and if Polycarp 
meant the apostle, it follows that the latter did, in fact, 
visit Asia. But we must not underrate the facility with 
which writers in an uncritical age could confuse the early 
Christian traditions. Thus James the son of Zebedee was 
not infrequently confused with James the head of the 
Church in Jerusalem. Irenaeus himself appears to do this 
in 11. xu. 14. And he actually refers to the account of 
St. Peter in Acts v. 15 as if the words applied to Jesus.' 
He argues on the basis of doctrine and Scripture, but also 
states on the authority of ‘the Gospel and all the elders in 
Asia who associated with John’, that John had taught that 
our Lord’s life was extended to fifty years, so that His 
ministry was some twenty years in length (11. xxv. 5). And 
he states that Papias, a companion of Polycarp, was 
a hearer of John, a mistake pointed out by Eusebius 
(H. E. iii. 39). Another signal instance is that of Polycrates 
who confuses Philip the deacon with Philip the apostle 
(Eus. H. £. iii. 39), and Eusebius apparently accepts the 
confusion without demur. See Salmon (/utrod. N.T,, 
p- 313f.), who concludes: ‘We can believe, then, that in 
process of time the veneration given Philip as a member 
of the Apostolic company caused him to be known as the 
Apostle ... and eventually to be popularly identified with 

1 In his work Eis éridecév rdv dmoordA@v Knpvyparos, ch. 71. Texte u. 
Untersuch. xxxi. I, p. 40. 
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his namesake of the Twelve. Ifa mistake of that magni- 
tude could be made about Philip and James it could be 
made about John. It cannot, then, be pronounced impos- 
sible that Irenaeus was mistaken in the recollections from 
boyhood which he claimed to have of Polycarp’s teaching. 
He stood, according to his own statement (Iv. xxvii. 1), in 
the third generation after the apostles, and it is quite 
possible that the John with whom Polycarp had been 
associated was another than the apostle. It is true that 
other contemporaries of Polycarp were alive; but if he 
could make other obvious slips without correction he 
could make this one; and the more easily because those 
who could have corrected him were in Asia, and he was in 
Gaul where there was probably no one who could. 

That the person with whom he confused the apostle 
was John the Elder is suggested by a passage of Papias, 
to which Eusebius refers to show that Irenaeus was mis- 
taken (H.£. iii. 39): ‘And I shall not hesitate to put 
down, together with my own interpretations, all that 
I carefully learnt at any time from the elders and carefully 
remembered, guaranteeing their truth. For I did not take 
pleasure, as the many do, in those that say a great deal, 
but in those who teach what is true, nor in those who 
remember foreign commandments, but in those who 
remember the commandments given from the Lord to 
faith, and coming to us from the Truth itself. If, further, 
anyone came who had actually been a follower of the 
Elders, I used to enquire as to the words of the Elders, 
(about) what Andrew or Peter said, or Philip, or Thomas 
or James, or John or Matthew or any other of the Lord’s 
disciples ; also as to what Aristion and the Elder John, the 
Lord’s disciples, say. For I supposed that things out of 
books were less useful to me than what could be learnt 
from a living and abiding voice’ (i.e. of one who is still 
alive). It is possible that ‘as to what Aristion, &c.’ should 
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be ‘about what Aristion, &c.’ The former makes & re Apior. 
depend upon ‘enquire’ (dvéxpivov), the latter upon the 
Adyous of the Elders. But the former is the more probable, 
because Papias’ dependence on the Elders was for informa- 
tion as to the apostles, not as to Aristion and John who 
were alive in his day. The contrast between ‘said’ and 
‘say’ must be allowed its full force. The word ‘about’ 
has been inserted in the translation to make clear the 
probable meaning, i.e. that the Elders were not Andrew 
and the other members of the Twelve, but that the words 
of the Elders were the source of information about what 
Andrew, &c. said. 

It may be noted in passing that it is difficult to reconcile 
the late date of the apostle’s death with the evidence of 
Papias. Many who had been in personal contact with 
St. John would still be alive in or near Hierapolis, and yet 
Papias was obliged to depend upon ¢iird-hand information 
about him. Moreover, he would have had an importance 
for him so great that it is scarcely possible that he could 
mention him only sixth in a list of seven apostles, even 
though, as Lightfoot pointed out, the order and selection 
of names is that of the Fourth Gospel itself. 

In the view of the present writer nothing has been 
written which proves that Eusebius, in insisting on the 
two Johns, misunderstood Papias, though he does wrongly 
represent him as claiming to have been an actual hearer 
of Aristion and the Elder John. This Elder John need 
not be considered more shadowy than Aristion. Probably 
he was the ‘Elder’ of 2, 3 John, and if so, of the Fourth 
Gospel and the First Epistle. In that case he cannot have 
been the author of the Apocalypse (see p. 251 f.), as Euse- 
bius suggests, when referring to the tradition of Dionysius 
that there were two tombs of Johns at Ephesus. 

Added to all that has been said there is some evidence, 
which is valued differently by different minds, that St. John 
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the apostle did not live to an advanced age and die 
a peaceful death, but suffered martyrdom. 

In Mk. x. 39 Jesus said to the two sons of Zebedee ‘ the 
cup which I drink of ye shall drink, and with the baptism 
wherewith I am baptized ye shall be baptized’. The 
obvious conclusion, which only the strongest evidence 
could prove mistaken, is that the evangelist who preserved 
that saying must have known that John, as well as his 
brother James, suffered martyrdom. And the confused 
traditions of an aged John at Ephesus, in which the apostle 
and the writer of the Apocalypse came to be identified, can 
hardly be called strong enough to empty our Lord’s plain 
and explicit statement of half its meaning. Those who 
accepted the Apocalypse as the apostle’s work were able to 
persuade themselves that the words were fulfilled by his 
banishment to Patmos! And yet, later, Eusebius gives 
a tradition, not of banishment but of fight to the island 
(see p. 251); whoever John was, he fled from persecution 
in Asia, which is far from being a fulfilment of our Lord’s 
words to the sons of Zebedee.?, Attempts to get nearer to 
a fulfilment are probably to be seen in the stories that he 
was compelled by Domitian to drink poison, which did not 
hurt him,’ or that he was plunged into boiling oil, and 
suffered nothing,* and in each case banished afterwards. 
Perhaps also in the modified form in which the words 
appear in Syrsm: ‘Ye are able that ye should drink... ye 
are able that ye should be baptized’ ; similarly Syre (in 
Maitt.): ‘Ye are able that ye should drink.’ But those who 


? Orig. in Matt. tom. xvi.6; Eus. H. £. iii. 18 ; and especially Jer. 
on Matt. xx. 23. 

* In Rev. i. 9g the writer does not speak of banishment. He had 
been a sharer with his readers in their affliction, and his words are 
quite consistent with flight, at the same time very likely expressing 
his purpose of Christian teaching in the island (84 rév Adyov xrA.). 

$ James, The Apocryphal N.T., p. 228; cf. Mk. xvi. 18. 

4 Tert. De Praescr. 36, Jer. in Matt. 
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cannot accept any of these expedients feel irresistibly the 
force of Christ’s words as evidence of St. John’s martyr- 
dom, or at least of the evangelist’s belief in it. To sit on 
Christ’s right and left hand would be thought of as an 
equal reward for equal suffering, while mere endurance of 
persecution, and faithfulness during a long life, would not 
be thought of as suffering equal to martyrdom. The force 
of the words is enough to carry conviction, even if the 
subsequent references to St. John’s martyrdom could be 
proved to be only deductions from them. 

The first of these is a quotation from Papias, who has 
shown us that John the presbyter was distinct from John 
the apostle. Inthe Coislin MS. (ninth century) of Georgius 
Hamartolus we read: ‘ Papias in the second /ogos of the 
Dominican Logia states that he [John] was killed (évnpé67 ) 
by Jews.’ Georgius adds, ‘thus plainly fulfilling together 
with his brother the prediction of Jesus about them, and 
their own confession and agreement concerning them’, 
and then quotes Mk. x. 39. 

This is supported in an extract printed by Dr.C. De Boor? 
from an Oxford MS. of the seventh or eighth century, 
an epitome probably based on the Chronicle of Philip of 
Side (fifth century): ‘Papias in his second /ogos says that 
John the OeoAéyos* and James his brother were killed by 
Jews.’* As Swete says, ‘ With this testimony before us it 


1 The word which is used in Acts xii. 2 of the death of James 
his brother. 

2 Texte u. Untersuch., v. 2, 1888, p. 170. 

8 This word ‘theologian’ or ‘divine’, as Sanday suggests, was 
probably added by the writer of the fragment. 

4 Archbishop (now Provost) Bernard (Studia Sacra, pp. 270ff.) 
argues that the statement is untrustworthy because St. James was not 
‘killed by Jews’ but by Herod. But in Acts ii. 23 the same word is 
used in St. Peter’s speech to Jews about the death of Jesus ‘whom ye 
killed’, though it was not they who killed Him but Pilate. Cf. Justin, 
A fol. i. 35, ctavpabels bo tov “lovdaiov. He suggests that the reference 
was originally to the death of James the Lord’s brother, who was 
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is not easy to doubt that Papias made some such state- 
ment... . But if Papias made it, the question remains 
whether he made it under some misapprehension, or 
merely by way of expressing his conviction that the 
prophecy of Mc. x. 39 had found a literal fulfilment. 
Neither explanation is very probable in view of the early 
date of Papias.’? 

A Syriac calendar early in the fifth century commemo- 
rates on December 27 John and James together as martyrs, 
with which the Armenian and the Gothico-Gallic agree. 
And a calendar of Carthage (early in the sixth century) on 
the same dayplaces together John the Baptist and James the 
Apostle ; but since the former is commemorated on June 24, 
John the Apostle is evidently meant. All the existing 
Western calendars are based on the Hieronymian martyro- 
logy, which commemorates on December 27 the ‘ Assump- 
tion’ of St. John the Evangelist and the consecration to the 
episcopate of St. James the Lord’s brother. This, perhaps, 
detracts from their value, but it does not affect the Syriac 
martyrology. Nor does Gregory of Nyssa (quoted by Dr. 
Bernard, p. 281), who shows that he accepted the Ephesian 
tradition, and the attempt to harmonize it with our Lord’s 
words by the story of the boiling oil, and by John’s con- 
tinual willingness to die for the name of Christ. 

Aphrahat (Aphraates) in his De Persecutione (A.D. 344) 


killed by Jews, and that ‘his brother and James’ was due to a scribe’s 
reading of OAAEAPOCTOVKAIAKQBOC in which the second 
A was a corruption of V, the original words being ‘the brother of 
the Lord, James’. He refers to the Greek Chronicle of Eusebius 
which, as restored in Migne’s text, runs ‘The brother of the Lord, 
James, called by all “Just”, is killed by Jews’. If the curious 
order ‘the brother of the Lord, James’ was really in the Greek, it 
may have been because his name had to be brought into connexion 
with 6 dvopacGels xrh., as in Hegesippus, af. Eus. H.£. ii. 23. But 


in the Lat., Arm., and Syncellus alike the order is ‘ James the Lord’s 
brother’. 


1 Apocalypse, p. clxxv. 
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writes, ‘After Him [sc. Christ] was the faithful martyr 
Stephen whom the Jews stoned. Simon also and Paul 
were perfect martyrs. And James and John walked in the 
footsteps of their Master Christ. He does not speak of 
James and John as martyrs, but he knew that the former 
certainly was, and clearly implies that what was true of one 
was true of the other. And a century earlier in the North 
African treatise De Rebaptismate occur the words, ‘He 
said to the sons of Zebedee, Are ye able? For He knew 
that the men had to be baptized not only in water but in 
their own blood.’ Some have found other possible, but 
uncertain, traces of the tradition. 

The evidence has been criticized as scanty, but it is 
significant that any traces at all should have survived in 
view of the widespread belief of the long residence of the 
aged apostle in Ephesus. 

Date. That the writer does not refer to the fall of 
Jerusalem is no evidence that he wrote before 70. Nor is 
the present tense in v. 2 (‘There zs in Jerusalem at the 
sheep gate a pool’) an indication that the city had not yet 
been destroyed. The past tense is used in iv. 6; x1. 18; 
xviii. 1. As said above (p. 225), it was a common literary 
usage. The past tense is actually substituted in the Syriac, 
Egyptian, and Armenian versions. 

The limits within which the book must lie are fixed by 
the use of Luke by the author, and the use of /ohn by 
Ignatius, i.e. between 85 and 115. On the one hand there 
had been time for the Third Gospel to come from Rome 
to Ephesus, and for the Elder to have meditated upon it 
and absorbed its material into his thoughts. On the other 
there had been time for those thoughts to have influenced 
the outlook and theology of Ignatius at Antioch. This 
probably reduces the limits to 90 and 100. But the Elder 
could speak (if z John is his) of what he had heard and 
seen (i. 1), and could claim to have been an eyewitness of 

nee 
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the Crucifixion (John xix. 35). And this must bring the 
date nearer to the earlier than to the later limit. It is 
sometimes said that Johannine language, found in patristic 
writers who make no distinct quotations, may have been 
due, not to the Gospel but to the teaching of the Ephesian 
school, ‘a compact body of teaching like that which we 
find in the Fourth Gospel’ (Sanday). But at least the 
evangelist must have created and inspired the school, if 
there was one, and not vice versa. 

Original language. It is remarkable that while the con- 
tents of the book are obviously suited to minds which 
needed an antidote to docetic Gnosticism, the language 
and literary style are markedly Aramaic. The simplest 
explanation is that it was written by a Jew whose native 
tongue was Aramaic, and who thought in that language, 
but who went to live in Asia, and found that the Christians 
there were sorely in need of such a book as he could write. 
If he wrote it in Greek which he had acquired, and with 
which he was not perfectly familiar, it would naturally be 
coloured more or less strongly with Aramaisms, and in this 
respect be comparable with Mark (see p. 41f.). But 
a theory, suggested as early as 1645 by Salmasius, that it 
is a Greek translation of an Aramaic original, has been 
revived by C. F. Burney, Zhe Aramaic Origin of the Fourth 
Gospel (Oxford, 1922), who adduces not only a large 
number of Aramaisms in the grammar and syntax, but 
several passages in the Greek which he thinks point 
clearly to mistranslation. They can only be enumerated 
here, and must be studied in his book. 4 with a relative 
sense mistranslated by iva = ‘who’, ‘which’ (i. 8; v. 7; 
V1. 30, 50; 1x. 36; xiv. 16); by 67: = ‘ who’ (viii. 45 ; ix. 17; 
less certainly 1. 16); by iva = ‘when’, properly ‘which ... 
in it’ (Xi. 23; Xlil. 1; xvi. 2, 32). 3= ‘because’ mistrans- 
lated as a relative (i. 3, 13). 7a relative, lacking gender 
and number, has led to misunderstanding: In x. 29 the 
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true reading 6 is a mistranslation, the variant és, found in 
most MSS., being a correction which gives the right 
sense. Similarly xvii. 11, 12 6, and xvii. 24 6, are rightly 
corrected in some MSS. to ofs. vi. 37; xvii. 2 wév 6 (with 
no variant) meant ‘all who’ (masc.) in the original Aramaic. 
1.55 Xli. 35 karadapBdvew = 2? ‘take ’, ‘receive’ is a mis- 
understanding of *2P8 ‘darken’. i. 9 nv = N34, is a mis- 
reading of 8 ‘he’. i. 15 yéyove = ‘WM is a misreading of the 
participle “7 ‘is going to be’; and mpérés pou = "D2? of 
‘21R ‘because He was First (of all)’. i. 29 dvds ‘lamb’ = 
She) which means also mais ‘boy’, ‘servant’. There is 
a play on the word, the reference being to the suffering 
Servant of Isa. liii, who was meek as a lamb when brought 
to the slaughter. il. 22 €\eyey ‘ He was saying’ = S13 WX is 
a misreading of 811 788 ‘He had said’. vi. 63 (perhaps 
68) pjuara should mean ‘things’, asense which the Aram. 
no can bear. vii. 37, 38 Koudlas ‘belly’ = Py? is a mis- 
reading of ¥2 ‘fountains’; changing the punctuation 
Burney renders, ‘ He that thirsteth let him come unto Me; 
and let him drink that believeth in Me. As the Scripture 
hath said, Rivers shall flow ‘forth from the fountain of 
living waters.’ vill. 56 7yaAArdoaro ‘exulted’; Western 
Aramaic probably had a word like the Syriac wae which 
in Peal and Pael means both ‘exulted’ and ‘longed’, the 
latter being the required meaning. ix. 25 é™=N70 is 
a misreading of 87} ‘this’, which is the reading of the 
‘Palestinian’ Syriac. xx. 2 ov oidayev ‘we know not’ = 
svt Nb is a misreading of 87 N? ‘I am not knowing’. 
xx. 18 éépaxa ‘I have seen’ = 2M is a misreading of MON 
‘she had seen’. 

Burney studies also the twenty quotations in the Gospel 
from the Old Testament. Six of these (i. 23, 51; vi. 45; 
xii. 39f.; xiii. 18; xix. 37) presuppose direct use of the 
Hebrew, containing points for the explanation of which the 
Hebrew is vital. But some of the remainder conform to 
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the LXX. The writer, says Burney, cannot have quoted 
some from the one and some from the other. The assimi- 
lations to the LXX might be due to an editor or redactor, 
but are probably the work of the translator. 

Torrey? accepts Burney’s theory, but rejects some of his 
instances of retranslation, while advancing some further 
ones of his own. This raises suspicion against the theory, 
which ultimately rests on the mistranslations ; and it has 
not found universal acceptance. 

G. R. Driver® shows that many of Burney’s Aramaisms 
can be otherwise explained. Some are constructions 
which are actually found in Attic Greek of the classical 
period. Several are such as were rapidly making their 
way into the Kone Greek, and which, when they happened 
to coincide with those of his native Aramaic, the writer 
tended to ‘overdo’. And some of the ‘mistranslations’ 
depend upon uncertain interpretations of the passages. 
Mr. Driver points out that the great majority of the 
Aramaisms occur in the sayings of our Lord or of other 
actors in the scenes. This might possibly be accounted 
for by supposing that the writer possessed an Aramaic 
collection of sayings. But it is quite as natural to think 
that as they were handed down in Aramaic oral tradition 
some words or phrases were misunderstood, or that our 
Lord’s own words were misunderstood by His hearers. 
A few possible instances of this, combined with the Aramaic 
colouring which appeared when the author wrote in 


a foreign language, are probably enough to account for all 
the phenomena. 


* Faure, Zeitschr. f. die N.T, Wissenschaft, 1922, pp.99-121, attempts 
to show that this use of the O.T. points to a variety of sources. 

* Harvard Theol. Review, Oct. 1923. 

* Jewish Guardian, 5 and 12 Jan. 1923. 
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$2. The First Epistle 


Plan and Purpose. The word ‘Epistle’ does not accu- 
rately describe the writing. It has neither address nor 
salutations, and there is not a word to indicate the circum- 
stances of the author. The readers are appealed to in the 
second person, as in a homily ; and it must be regarded as 
a tract in homily form, issued for the help and warning 
of Christians in some district in which they were assailed 
by doctrinal and moral perils. The nature of these perils 
suggests that it was Asia Minor. 

It is even less possible than in the Fourth Gospel to 
trace any definite plan or arrangement. The writer wishes 
to enforce two main ideas, and in doing so passes, with no 
set plan or order, from the one to the other. 

1. His doctrine starts with the assumption, found also in 
the Fourth Gospel, that all men belong to one or other of 
two categories: life and death, love and hate, light and 
darkness, truth and untruth, in other words God and the 
world. And on the intellectual and the moral plane alike 
there is an acid test, an infallible criterion, as to which of 
the two categories each man belongs. On the intellectual 
plane this test consists of a great spiritual fact which is 
either recognized or repudiated. The presentation of 
Christianity as a gnosis, the knowledge of a fact, is the 
weapon with which the writer attacks the false gnosis of 
those who were led astray by the rising Gnosticism of the 
time. The theosophical speculations that were gradually 
permeating Asia Minor and Europe from the East are met 
by insistence on the supreme fact of the Incarnation: 
‘Jesus is the Christ’ (ii. 22 ; v. 1), ‘Jesus Christ is come in 
the flesh’ (iv. 2), ‘ Jesus (Christ) is the Son of God’ (iv. 15; 
vy. 5); and every man is in the higher or the lower category 
according as he recognizes or repudiates that. As John of 
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Asia had personally to stand up against Cerinthus (Polycr. 
ap. Eus. H.E. iii. 28; iv. 14), so this writing stands up 
against the tendencies of which Cerinthus was a repre- 
sentative. It opposes the docetism which had its roots in 
oriental dualism. The emphasis with which it is stated 
that ‘God is light, and in Him is no darkness at all’ (i. 5) 
suggests that there were some against whom it was neces- 
sary to maintain God’s moral purity. 

Cleansing from sin (i. 7; ii. 2) is due to Christ’s blood 
and propitiation alone, not to a knowledge of, and partici- 
pation in, the mysteries. The divine anointing gives to all 
Christians alike the knowledge of the truth (ii. 27); ‘ye all 
know’ (li. 20) ; so that they must not be deceived by those 
who claimed that the knowledge was confined to those who 
were initiates in esoteric theosophy. The latter despised 
and ‘hated’ the rank and file of believers, and the writer 
protests that that kind of illumination is not light but dark- 
ness (Il. 9). 

2. But Gnosticism tended to produce antinomianism. 
The superior persons, the initiates, felt themselves to be 
above good and evil. ‘We have no sin’ (i. 8); ‘we have 
not sinned’ (v. 10). Bodily vices could be indulged in 
because their higher state of gvoszs rendered these things 
of no importance, and made Christ’s death for human sin 
of no meaning to them. Little wonder that when they 
speak ‘of the world the world heareth them’ (iv. 5); the 
attraction of a gnosis which was compatible with fleshly 
vices was naturally great. 

Hence to the former test on the intellectual plane there 
is a parallel test on the moral plane. The category to 
which a man belongs is determined by his obedience or 
disobedience to the divine commandments, which are 
centred in love to God and man. Sin, therefore, is dvopéa 
(iil. 4). 

The two tests thus form the foc? of the epistle, which is 


ae ts 


THE FIRSTEPISTLE 281 


excellently shown in von Haering’s arrangement,! on which 

Brooke’s analysis? is based. Haering has more recently ? 

suggested an alteration in his plan, adopting which we may 

divide the epistle as follows: 

i. 1-4. Christological. i. 5-li. 17. Mainly ethical. 

ii. 18-27. Christological. ii, 28-iii. 24. Mainly ethical, but 
iniii.22—4 emphasis is laid on 
their connexion. 

iv. 1-6. Christological. Instead 

of the corresponding ethical 

passage, in iv. 7-v. 12 the 

Christological and ethical are 

inextricably combined. 

v. 13-21. Conclusion. 

Relationship to the Fourth Gospel. The similarity of style 
and language between the two writings is undoubted. 
Moffatt * mentions ‘the same combination of negative and 
positive statements, the use of contrast, the aphoristic tone, 
the playing on ideas, &c.’ See the parallels drawn out by 
Brooke.’ Moffatt notes, on the other hand, differences in 
vocabulary and grammar, and Charles ® thinks that linguis- 
tically 2, 3 John stand nearer to the Gospel than z John. 
The similarities, side by side with the differences, make it 
improbable that the writer of the epistle imitated the 
Gospel. If there was a movement of thought at Ephesus 
conditioned by the intellectual environment, and quickened 
by the need of opposing certain errors, Christian writings 
within the movement would tend to be similar in style and 
language as well as in thought. The Deuteronomic move- 
ment affords a parallel; products of it are seen in Deutero- 
nomy, in Jeremiah, in the Deuteronomic elements in other 


1 Theolog. Abhandlungen dedicated to C. v. Weizsacker, 1892 


(Mohr). 
2 Episiles of St. John, pp. xxxiv ff. 5 Z. Nt. Wiss., 1918, p. 163¢. 
* Introd. Lit. N.T., p. 589. SS Op nett 


® Revelation i, p. xlii, though he assigns all the four to the same 
author. 
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parts of the Hexateuch and in z, 2 Kings, and no one 
thinks of them all as the work of one pen. 

More noteworthy, however, are differences in ideas and 
points of view, which may possibly be due to different 
authors. These are indicated in the present writer’s 
New Testament teaching in the light of St. Pauls, pp. 303-9, 
and may here be summarized. In the epistle there are no 
quotations from the Old Testament or even clear allusions 
to it except the mention of Cain (ili. 12). No hostility is 
shown to Jews as such, and there is no reference to popular 
Messianic ideas. Eschatology plays a larger part, and 
allusions are made to the current Jewish expectations of 
Antichrist (ii. 18; iv. 3). The conception of God is shaped 
by ethical rather than metaphysical considerations ; He is 
‘Light’ (i. 5) and ‘Love’ (iv. 8, 16) rather than ‘Spirit’ 
(John iv. 24). Correspondingly, it is on what Christ means 
for men rather than on His eternal relation with the Father 
that stress is laid; the word ‘Glory’, frequent in the 
Gospel to describe the attributes or characteristics of Deity, 
does not occur. ‘The Gospel teaches what Christ is, and 
consequently what He does to unite men with God. The 
epistle dwells rather on what God is, and consequently 
what He does to unite men with Himself through Christ.’ 
Salvation, as in the Gospel, consists of passing from the 
lower to the higher category, but the epistle is more 
definitely concerned with the way in which it is done; the 
saving work of Christ occupies a larger place; His destroy- 
ing of the works of the devil (iii. 8), His ‘propitiation for our 
sins’ (il. 2; iv. Io), our cleansing by His blood (i. 7), His 
advocacy with the Father (ii. 1), are momentous ideas, all 
of them absent from the Gospel, the first reminiscent 
of St. Paul, and the others of Hebrews. In the last there 
is a marked difference from the Gospel as regards both the 
meaning and the Person of the Paraclete (cf. John xiv. 26; 
xVv20 3 Xvi.-7). 
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The writer does not speak of these in such a way as to 
suggest that he wished to supplement or correct the Gospel. 
It is improbable that he makes any reference to it. The 
threefold éypawa (ii. 13 b, 14) has been so explained.! But 
the words ‘because ye have known... because ye have 
known ... because ye are strong, &c.’ read very unnatur- 
ally as a reason why the Gospel was written. If they are 
not a reference to 2 John or to a lost epistle, they may be 
only a rhetorical repetition of the preceding ypdé¢w clauses,” 
all referring to the present epistle. The reason for writing 
is that the readers have been privileged to share in the 
blessings of Christianity. The author recalls to them their 
privileges, while he warns them not to allow errorists to 
rob them of what they have gained. And the same purpose 
underlies 1. 1-3. If the opening words had run ‘He who 
was from the beginning, whom we have seen...1.e. the 
Word of Life’, it would have been natural to see in them 
a reference to the subject of the Prologue of the Gospel, 
the eternal Logos who has life in Himself and who became 
Flesh. But the remarkable use of the neuter, ‘That which 
was, &c.’, and the expression ‘concerning the Word of 
Life’, probably yield a different thought, i.e. that the 
divine ‘Message the acceptance of which gives Life’ was 
that of the indwelling, Incarnate Christ in humanity, which 
the Church had mystically experienced. ‘From the begin- 
ning’ no doubt means ‘from all eternity’, as in 1. 13, since 
the indwelling, which formed the subject of the message, 


' Wendt, who thinks (Das Johannesevangelium, 1900, pp. 158 ff., and 
Zettschr. f. d. neutest. Wiss., 1911, pp. 53 ff.) that the Discourses and the 
Prologue belong to a different stratum of the Gospel from the narra- 
tives, finds a connexion of z John with the former but not with the 
latter. But he holds (of. ctt., 1922, pp. 140-6) that éypawa refers, not to 
either of these but to 2 John, which he dates before the First Epistle. 

2 If the passage meant that he was as confident of his readers now 
as when he wrote before, the ¢ypawa clauses would more naturally 
have come first, with aorists and imperfects instead of éyvaxare, vevixi- 
care, and éore, pévet. 
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was in the eternal counsel of God. There is no reason to 
suppose that it means, as some have thought, ‘from the 
beginning of Christianity’. In any case the thought of the 
writer seems to be, ‘ We, the Christians of an older genera- 
tion, have had immediate personal experience’ of the 
indwelling Christ, which is the burden of the life-giving 
message of Christianity ; and we [i.e. I, as representing 
this older generation] write to you that ye also may have 
your full share in our privileges ’. 

If the @ypawa clauses do not refer to the Gospel, the 
passage has no bearing on the priority of either writing. 
And with our present knowledge a decisive judgment for 
or against identity of authorship is perhaps impossible. 
But on the whole the differences noted above are such that 
the epistle seems to mark a slightly earlier stage in the 
development of Christian theology—more ethical, eschato- 
logical, soteriological. Apart from the New Testament 
there is really no evidence of an Ephesian school of 
thought, but only of the influence of Johannine thought, 
which, in turn, owed much to St. Paul, especially to his 
ripest thought in Colossians and Ephesians (see p. 160). 
It is possible, therefore, to suppose that the First Epistle 
was written defore the Gospel, by the same author. The 
Elder’s convictions, after being expressed in a homily, 
became still further matured, and he felt moved by the 
Spirit to produce his magnum opus. If a rather longer 
interval elapsed between the First Epistle and the Gospel 
than between the Gospel and the Second and Third 
Epistles, the two latter would stand closer in vocabulary 
and grammar to the Gospel, as Charles notes. Lord 
Charnwood? thinks that the Epistle was the work of the 
son of Zebedee himself, but the Gospel, later, of a follower 
and pupil. 

1 Compare the use of Wydadjoeav in Acts xvii. 27. 
® According to St. John, p. 66. 


§ 3. LZ, LI John 


The Elder. Papias, the fous et origo of many problems, 
appears to use the word zpeoBvrepos, not in the ecclesiastical 
sense of one who held an official position in the leadership 
of a local church, but in the sense of one who belonged to 
an older generation of Christians, a ‘senior’, an ‘ancient 
worthy’. See the passage (ap. Eus. H. E. iii. 39) quoted 
on p. 270, where the conclusion is reached that when he 
speaks of the Elder John he appeals to the authority of 
one who was still alive, but was old enough to relate things 
that had been said by apostles. In the same chapter 
Eusebius quotes him as saying, with reference to the work 
of St. Mark, ‘ This also the Elder used to say’. And this 
usage was taken over by Irenaeus. Since, then, the writer 
of 2, 3 John calls himself ‘the Elder’, the tradition, voiced 
by Jerome,! may very well have been correct that he was 
the Elder John of whom Papias wrote. In the former 
passage Jerome shows that tradition expressly distinguished 
between the writer of z John and that of 2, 3 John, the 
former being the work of the evangelist, the latter of the 
Elder, ‘to the memory of whom another sepulchre is shown 
to this day’. Dionysius of Alexandria also, though he 
rejects the view that the Apocalypse was written by the 
apostle, mentions the tradition of two tombs of Johns at 
Ephesus. Eusebius (/oc. czt.), on the other hand, thought 
it probable that the Apocalypse was written by John the 
Elder, ‘unless any one should prefer’ to ascribe it to the 
apostle. Many modern writers, with Jerome, assign 2, 3 
John to the Elder, and z John to another writer. Some go 
further and assign to the Elder the Apocalypse also. But 
it is not easier to account for the differences in style and 
grammar between the epistles and the Afocalypse than be- 
tween the Gospel and the Apocalypse (see Charles, Revela- 


1 De vir. illustr. g. 18. 
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tion i, pp. xxxivff.). There is no insuperable difficulty, in 
spite of some differences of language, in supposing that 
the author of the First Epistle wrote also the other two, 
especially if there was some interval of time between them, 
according to the suggestion made above. And if that is 
correct, he can have been the writer of the Gospel also. 

2 John. For the understanding of the two epistles it is 
important to notice that in 2 John the 2nd person plural 
is employed from v. 6 onwards, and in 3 /ohn the 2nd 
person singular throughout. This suggests that the former 
was written to a Church, while the latter was clearly 
addressed to an individual named Gaius. Moreover, he 
appears to have been a member of the same Church, ‘I 
have written somewhat to the Church’ (3 John g) being 
best explained as referring to the other letter. The 
expression ‘to the elect lady (€xAexr# xupia) and her chil- 
dren’ has in it a touch of official formality as well as of 
pastoral affection, a community being addressed to which 
the presbyter feels that he has the right to speak with 
authority. Some who think that the ‘lady’ is an individual 
suggest that she is either ‘the lady Eclecta’ or ‘the elect 
Kyria’; the latter, but not the former, is known to have 
been a proper name. The former is rendered very improb- 
able by the greeting (v. 13) from ‘the children of thine elect 
sister ’, evidently another Church in which the writer holds 
a position of authority. And the use of the feminine singu- 
lar for a Church is supported by 1 Pet. v. 13: ‘the fellow- 
elect [lady] in Babylon greeteth you,’ which our writer has 
perhaps imitated. In any case the contents are not suitable 
to an individual lady and her children. She is loved by 
‘all who know the truth, because of the truth which abideth 
in us’ [sc. in the community and in the presbyter who repre- . 
sents it] (v. rf). ‘[The command] which we had from the 
beginning’ (v. 5), ‘as ye heard from the beginning’ (v. 6) 
looks back to the Christian tradition of the Church from 
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the earliest days.! ‘I found some of thy children walking 
in the truth’ (v. 4) points to a community, not to a family ; 
some of its members were in danger, and needed the 
warning in v. 8. And wv. 10, 11 would have very little 
point if it were merely advice to a certain lady not to receive 
heretics into her house. It is an injunction to the whole 
community to use the disciplinary measure of excommuni- 
cation. The heretics are of the same Gnostic type (vv. 
7, 9) as those attacked in z John. 

3 John. This letter teaches us more about the writer. 
While writing authoritatively to one Church, of which 
Gaius was a leading representative, he is also, as we have 
seen, in authority in the Church from which he writes. 
He had recently sent certain Christians who were unknown 
to Gaius (v. 5) with a recommendation to receive them and 
to forward them on theirjourney. The system of letters of 
commendation (cf. Rom. xvi.1, 2; 2Cor. ili. 1) was common, 
and under ordinary circumstances he would probably not 
have written a special word of praise to Gaius and to 
another member of the Church, Demetrius (v. 12), for 
acting according to instructions. Buta certain Diotrephes 
had risen in rebellion against his authority; he had tried 
to usurp the leadership of the Church, and, not content 
with reviling the presbyter, had refused to receive the 
visitors whom he had recommended, and had excommuni- 
cated any who did so (vv. g, 10). Gaius and Demetrius 
are therefore warmly thanked for defying him, as the 
visitors, on their return, had reported (v. 6), and an exhor- 
tation is given to continue to do so (v. 11), which suggests 
that the bearers of the letter were visitors of the same kind. 
The presbyter says that he will deal with the offender 
when he comes (v. Io). The visitors ‘had gone forth on 
behalf of the Name, receiving nothing from the Gentiles’, 
i.e. they were probably itinerating prophets who went 


1 Contrast 1 John i. 1; ii. 13 (see above, p. 283 f.). 
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from church to church preaching, and depending for their 
maintenance on the charity and goodwill of the Christians. 
Ifa conjecture is allowable, Diotrephes may have had 
Gnostic tendencies which easily fostered spiritual pride. 
If so, this letter, and the warning in 2 John ro, 11, reflect 
the two sides of the conflict. 
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IX. THE GROWTH OF THE NEW TESTAMENT 
CANON 


§ 1. The Word Canon 


HE word xavév denotes a straight rod or bar, espe- 

cially as used to keep something straight, such as a 
rule or line employed by masons. Cp. Eurip. 77vo. 6 
mupyous ... dp0otcw ebeuev Kavéow.! Hence metaphori- 
cally it means a ‘rule’, ‘norm’, ‘standard’. Aristotle, 
Eth. Nic. iii. 4f., calls the good man the cavév and pérpov 
of the truth. The statue of a spearman by Polykleitos was 
considered a xav#y or standard of physical beauty (Miller, 
Archdol. d. Kunst, §120. 4). To the Alexandrian gram- 
marians the old Greek classics were ‘canons’, models of 
excellence. In the early Church only the metaphorical 
force is found. See 2 Cor. x. 13, 15, 16; Gal. vi. 16, the 
only passages in which the word occurs in the New Testa- 
ment. Clement Rom. ad Cor. i. 3: women are under‘ the 
canon of obedience’; xli. 1: ‘The canon of his service.’ 
Hegesippus (af. Eus. H. £. iii. 32) speaks of ‘the sound 
canon of the saving preaching’; Clement Alex. (Strom. vi. 
15) of the harmony between the Old and the New Testa- 
ment as the ‘ecclesiastical canon’, and (vil. 16) of heretics 
as those who ‘steal the canon of the Church’. Gradually 
the meaning became more concrete. The canon of the 
Church, or the ecclesiastical canon, was the rule of 
doctrine or practice. Cornelius told Fabian (ap. Eus. 
H. E. vi. 43) that Novatus, who was baptized when he was 
ill, after recovery did not receive what was necessary 


1 It is connected with kdvva ‘cane’, ‘reed’; but that word was 
generally used for something made of reeds. 
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‘according to the canon of the Church’ including the 
sealing by the bishop. A synod at Antioch in a.p. 266 
declared a doctrine of Paul of Samosata to be ‘foreign to 
the ecclesiastical canon’ (see A. Hahn,! Brbliothek der 
Symbole, p. 98). And the council of Nicaea in 325 fre- 
quently refers to the general orthodox doctrine simply as 
‘the canon’. A further step was taken towards the middle 
of the fourth century when the decisions or rules of 
councils, called dogmata in earlier times, came to be called 
also ‘canons’ in the plural. 


But if ‘the canon’ was the general rule of doctrine or — 


practice, the Scriptures that were generally recognized 
by the Church could be described as ‘canonical’ or 
‘canonized’. The 59th canon of Laodicea (see p. 358) 
laid down that ‘Psalms privately composed are not to be 
read in the churches, nor uncanonized (éxavévicra) books, 
but onlythe canonical [books] of the New and the Old Testa- 
ment’. Origen later speaks of ‘canonized Scriptures’ 
(Comm. in Matt., § 28), and Athanasius of ‘books which 
have been canonized’.® In these cases the word appears 
to be used as though well understood, and the origin of 
this usage most probably dated in the middle of the fourth 
century. 

Finally, the recognized custom of the Church with 
regard to a group of books would naturally cause the 
books which conformed to it to be written in a list. And 
thus the Canon of Scripture became equivalent to the con- 
tents of Scripture contained in an authoritative list. 


1 Sometime Professor at the University of Breslau. 
* See Westcott, Zhe Canon ofthe New Test., p. 540. 
® Epist. Fest. xxxix; see Westcott, op. cit., p. 554 f. 
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§2. Lhe Formation of a Canon of the New 
. Testament 


The Bible of the first Christians was the Old Testament, 
whether confined as in Palestine to that which we usually 
call the Old Testament, or extended to include several 
apocryphal writings which were held in high honour among 
Hellenistic Jews, many of which are included in the 
Septuagint. The Old Testament was not discarded, as 
it might have been, when Christianity emancipated itself 
from Judaism ; it was recognized as containing the Chris- 
tian economy in symbol and prediction and type. And 
part of the duty and delight of the early preachers was to 
show how these found their fulfilment in the narratives of 
the Lord’s life, especially those of the Passion. But first 
came the oral tradition of the Lord’s words, which were 
as authoritative as the Old Testament ; and side by side 
with them the apostolic interpretation of them, and the 
teaching of what He was and meant to men. This 
apostolic doctrine consisted partly, as has been said, of 
the Messianic application of Old Testament passages, and 
partly of dogma such as was afterwards enshrined in 
Creeds. Thus the Lord’s words and the teaching of the 
apostles formed a parallel to the Law and the Prophets. 

Soon came the time when they began to be written 
down. The Lord’s words were put together in collec- 
tions (such as Q), the contents of which would be some- 
what different in the different local centres, and the words 
would be accompanied by brief narratives of the circum- 
stances under which they were spoken. These, together 
with accounts of events in which was seen the fulfilment 
of the Old Testament, began to form the nucleus of the 
Gospels. Such collections as each Church possessed 
would be read at the services on the First day of the week, 
and the copying of them would go on apace, so that each 
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Church would obtain a larger and larger store of evangelic 
material. But as long as it was available the living voice 
of the apostles and those who consorted with them would 
be preferred to the writings. See the words of Papias 
quoted on p. 270. St. Paul does not refer to any Gospel 
written material, but to oral tradition—‘that which I also 
received ’ (1 Cor. xv. 3). And he speaks of the Romans 
as having been ‘delivered into’ a form of tradition, as 
though put into a mould (Rom. vi. 17). 

With St. Paul also we reach the stage when the apostolic 
doctrinal interpretation of facts began to find expression in 
writing. In his widening activities he began to send 
letters to his converts in various Churches, containing 
dogmatic teaching and pastoral advice and injunctions. 
Such letters were read, as St. Paul expressly intended 
them to be read, in church on Sunday, because in that 
way, though absent in body, he could be present in spirit, 
and teach the whole community. Other teachers after- 
wards imitated this practice of pastoral letter-writing, but 
for some time the letters of St. Paul stood far the highest 
in the Church’s estimation. The sayings and doings of 
the Lord in the Gospels, and the apostolic teaching in St. 
Paul’s epistles formed the indispensable groundwork of the 
New Testament. 

Somewhere between 65 and 7o St. Mark wrote his 
Gospel, in all probability in Rome. It would help to 
inspire with faith and courage the stricken Christians who 
had survived the persecution under Nero.! Copies of it 
found their way in a very short time to different parts of 
the empire. It was far the best account of the Lord’s life 
that had yet appeared, supplementing on the narrative side 
the existing collections of His words. It was known to 
be the work of one who had been in close connexion with 


1 See A. E, J. Rawlinson, St Mark, p. xvif. 
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St. Peter; and its production at Rome gave it additional 
prestige. It was therefore treated as of high value by the 
authors of Matt. and Lé., the former probably in Antioch 
and the latter in Greece. A few years later, at the end of 
the century, came the Fourth Gospel, from Ephesus. But 
in the early centuries the favourite and most highly valued 
Gospel was Matthew, and this in spite of three considera- 
tions: Matt. was the most Judaic of all the Gospels; and to 
anything which savoured of Judaism the spirit of second- 
century Christianity was in strong opposition. St. Mark 
and St. Luke were the immediate followers of the two 
greatest apostles, St. Peter and St. Paul. And they pro- 
duced their Gospels at the two most influential Churches, 
Rome and Ephesus. The reason was that the First 
Gospel was universally believed to be the actual work of 
an apostle. But though highly valued, as being from the 
pen of one who had stood in the closest intimacy with the 
Lord, there was no inclination at first to treat the book 
as divinely inspired, on a level with the Old Testament, 
though the inspiration and authority of the Lord’s words, 
contained in each of the Gospels, was supreme. Oral 
tradition, for something like half a century, was felt to be 
better than any writing. There is not a passage in the 
New Testament which is certainly quoted from them. In 
Acts xx. 35 occurs the only sentence which is avowedly 
a quotation of words of our Lord, and that is one which is 
not contained in any of the Gospels. But it is possible that 
the author of the Apoc. knew Matz. (see Charles, Revelation, 
i, pp. lxxxivff., where, however,the extent of his dependence 
on books of the New Testament is greatly exaggerated). 
The evidence that some of St. Paul’s epistles (all of 
which were earlier than any of our written Gospels) were 
known to other New Testament writers is unmistakable, 
though the extent of their indebtedness is probably less 
than has often been supposed. It is not clear that any of 
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them—except, no doubt, the writer of 2 Pefery—knew all 
his epistles ; some seem to have known only one or two. 

We take our stand, then, at the beginning of the second 
century, and during, roughly, the first three-quarters of it 
we find the conception of a Canon being formed, i. e. the 
separation of a group of apostolic writings from all other 
Christian writings to be reverenced on a level with the Old 
Testament. The Christian writings were of four main 
kinds: Gospels, Acts, Epistles, and Apocalypses ; in the 
case of all four classes some being rejected, most of them 
decisively from the first, but some after hesitation and 
sporadic use as Scripture. Conversely, of our canonical 
epistles some were accepted slowly and late, while our 
canonical Afoc. had a unique history, being accepted with 
practical unanimity in early times, but rejected in the third 
and fourth centuries with equal unanimity in the East. 

In order, therefore, to gain a clear idea of the develop- 
ment, we must keep these four classes distinct. But we 
must also keep distinct the four chief geographical areas 
in the Church, the ganglions of its system—Rome and the 
West, Carthage, Alexandria, and what may be broadly 
called the East, i.e. Asia Minor, Syria, and Palestine. 


$3. Lhe Sub-A postolic Ave 
(a) THE GosPELs 


Rome gives us the first Christian writer outside the New 
Testament. Clement of Rome wrote in the name of his 
Church to the Corinthians a letter usually cited as 
1 Clement (because a writing commonly known as 2 Clement, 
and, indeed, a large literature, afterwards appeared to 
which his name was attached). He frequently quotes the 
Old Testament with such expressions as ‘it is written’, 
‘that which is written’, ‘the (holy) writing’, ‘the Holy 
Spirit saith’; and he uses the LXX with considerable 
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accuracy. But his allusions to passages in the New 
Testament are loose and inexact, which seems to imply 
that some of them were known and valued at Rome when 
he wrote (c. 96.4.D.), but that none of them were yet sacred, 
as Scripture was sacred. He must have known Luke, and 
also the Acés, and it is possible that he knew Mat, But 
he seems to have possessed a collection of sayings of the 
Lord which had reached him in forms partly like, and 
partly unlike, sayings in those Gospels. He writes, e. g., 
‘Especially remembering the words of the Lord Jesus 
which He spake, teaching forbearance and long-suffering ; 
for He said: Shew mercy that ye may receive mercy ; 
forgive that it may be forgiven unto you. As ye judge so 
shall ye be judged; as ye are kind so shall kindness be 
done to you. With what measure ye mete, in it shall 
it be measured to you’ (xiii. rf). ‘Remember the words 
of Jesus our Lord, for He said: Woe to that man, for it 
were good for him that he had not been born; it were 
better for him for a millstone to be hung round him 
(epireOAvar), and that he should be drowned in the sea, 
than that he should pervert one of my elect (xlvi. 8). 

For forty years or more no Roman writing is forth- 
coming. But by the time that Jerusalem had finally 
passed away, and been replaced by Aelia Capitolina, and 
we reach the period 135-50, we find that a great advance 
has been made. The so-called 2 Clement is not an epistle, 
but a homily by an unknown writer which was wrongly 
ascribed to Clement.1_ The writer sometimes uses formulas 
of quotation which imply that the Lord’s words now stand 
permanently in writing. We read, for instance, side by 
side with ‘the Lord said’ (as in Clement), ‘the Lord sazth’ 
(Aéyec or ¢noi). His quotations, indeed, are often loose, but 
not looser in the New Testament than in the Old. In 
xi, 2-4 a passage is quoted from a lost apocryphal work 

1 Eusebius (H. EL. iii. 16) knew of only one epistle of Clement. 
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(? Eldad and Modad) with the formula ‘For the prophetic 
discourse (Aéyos) also saith’ ; so that it is not surprising to 
find passages apparently from an apocryphal Gospel or 
Gospels: ‘The Lord said, If ye are with Me united in My 
bosom and do not My commandments, I will cast you 
away, and say unto you, Depart from Me, I know not 
whence ye are, workers of iniquity’ (iv.5). ‘For the Lord 
saith, Ye shall be as lambs in the midst of wolves. And 
Peter answering saith unto Him, What then if the wolves 
tear the lambs? Jesus saith unto Peter, Let not the lambs 
after they are dead fear the wolves. And you, fear ye not 
them which kill you and can do nothing to you, but fear Him 
who, after ye are dead, hath authority over soul and body 
to cast into the Gehenna of fire’ (v. 2-4). ‘ For the Lord 
Himself, when asked by some one when His kingdom 
should come, saith, When the two shall be one, and the 
outside as the inside, and the male with the female, neither 
male nor female’ (xii. 2). ‘For the Lord said, I come to 
gather all nations, tribes, and tongues’ (xvii. 4). (It has 
been conjectured that all these are from the Gospel accora- 
ing to the Egyptians.) In viii. 5 words identical with part 
of Lk. xvi. 10 are combined with extraneous matter under 
one formula: ‘For the Lord saith in the Gospel, If ye 
have not kept that which is little, who will give you that 
which is great? For I say unto you that he which is 
faithful in that which is least is faithful also in much.’ 
And after quoting and commenting on Is. liv. 1, the author 
writes, ‘And another Scripture saith, I came not to call 
the righteous but sinners’ (ii. 4). And there are other 
passages which appear to be quotations from, or allusions 
to, the Gospels, but with great differences in wording. 
Some have thought that he may have used an early 
harmony of various evangelic material, which contained 
much that stands in our Gospels but also much beside. 
However that may be, his attitude seems to be that the 
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words of the Lord are authoritative, and the writings in 
which he found them are ‘ Scripture’, but the wording, as 
such, of our Gospels is still short of being regarded as 
sacred. It was that kind of attitude which admitted most 
of the important corruptions of the original text, which lie 
behind all our manuscripts. Finally, there is the inter- 
esting expression, ‘The Books and the Apostles say that 
the Church existeth not now [for the first time] but from 
the beginning’ (xiv. 2). ‘The Apostles’ seem to mean all 
that the apostles have bequeathed, both in the epistles 
that he knew (especially those from which he derived the 
idea in question) and the Gospels. His New Testament 
formed a parallel with the Old, though it had not yet 
become clearly enough defined as a corpus to be described 
as ‘the Books’. 

The Didache is of uncertain date. The Dean of Wells? 
contends that the author borrows from both ‘ Barnabas’ 
and Hermas. He holds that ‘ Barnabas’ was probably the 
author of the piece of writing known as ‘The Two Ways’, 
which, therefore, had no Jewish original such as was con- 
jectured by C. Taylor,? and accepted by Harnack; and 
that it was echoed by Hermas and by the writer of the 
Didache. The language of Did. i. 5 seems clearly borrowed 
from Hermas, Mand. ii. 4 0-7.° 

This strange writing may be tentatively dated 145-50. 
It is of little help towards the history of the Gospels. The 
writer shows no knowledge of Mark or John; but the 
nature of his work would give no occasion for quoting 
the latter. In the first part, The Two Ways (chs. i-vi), an 
apocryphal sentence, ‘Let thine alms. sweat into thine 

1 Dr. J. Armitage Robinson (formerly Dean of Westminster), 
Barnabas, Hermas, and the Didache, 1920. 

2 Sometime Master of St. John’s College, Cambridge. 

8 Many have thought that i. 36-ii. 1 is a later interpolation ; but the 
evidence for this has been weakened. See Dom Connolly, O.S.B., 
Journ. Theol. Stud., Jan. 1923, pp. 147-57, and Jan. 1924, pp. 151-3. 
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hands until thou knowest to whom thou givest’, is intro- 
duced with ‘it has been said’. In the ecclesiastical portion 
(chs. vii-xv) we read, ‘The Lord said, Give not that which 
is holy to the dogs’ (ix. 5), which occurs in Matt. vii. 6. 
(Similarly, in reference to the Old Testament in xiv. 3, 
‘This was what was spoken by the Lord’ introduces a free 
reproduction of Mal. i. 14 and 11.) And in vill. 2 ‘As the 
Lord commanded in His Gospel, Thus pray ye’ is followed 
by the Lord’s Prayer, very nearly, but not quite, identical 
with that in Maiz., together with a doxology in the form, 
‘Thine is the power and the glory for ever’. This is 
apparently not quoted from Ma/t. but from current litur- 
gical usage. Also, ‘But concerning Baptism thus baptize 
ye: having recited all things, baptize into the name of the 
Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, in running 
water’ (vii. 1). In the closing apocalyptic chapter (xvi) 
Zech. xiv. 5 is loosely quoted with ‘as it was said’. 
Beside these ‘the Gospel’ is mentioned three times: 
‘But concerning the apostles and prophets [i.e. their 
reception when they visited a Church] according to the 
ordinance (déypa) of the Gospel so do ye’ (xi. 3). ‘ Reprove 
one another not in wrath but in peace, as ye have in the 
Gospel’ (xv. 3). ‘Your prayers and alms and all your 
deeds so do as ye have in the Gospel of our Lord’ (xv. 4). 
The first and third may be allusions to Matt. x. gof. and 
vi. I-18 ; the second is apocryphal. There are numerous 
other echoes, mostly loose and inexact, to the language of 
Matt. and Luke, especially the former, without formula 
of quotation; but also, no less loose and inexact, to the 
Old Testament. It and the First and Third Gospels and 
apocryphal sayings are all treated as if they were on 
a par. 

But when the second half of the century begins we have 
clear evidence from Rome as to the position of the four 
Gospels in Justin, often called Justin Martyr. He was 
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a Greek Samaritan, who was converted to Christianity 
at Ephesus, and came to Rome, where he taught as 
a Christian philosopher and died for his faith ¢. 165. 
Between 151 and 163 he wrote two Apologies for Christians 
to the Roman government (or rather one, since the second 
is little more than a postscript or appendix to the first), 
and then a Dialogue with Trypho, a Jew who knew the 
Gospel tradition. At Ephesus he would have read Matthew 
and John, and at Rome Mark and Luke. He quoted 
a great deal from the first and last, and a little from the 
other two; but he quoted very loosely, sometimes com- 
bining separate passages ; sometimes even quoting them 
more than once with differences. There was, naturally, 
not much peculiar to Mark which he could use; but it is 
noteworthy that he did not quote much from /ohn, though 
his apologetic system was profoundly influenced by its 
Logos doctrine. This is probably to be explained by the 
fact that the Roman Christians had not yet been persuaded 
that it was written by an apostle, and a Gospel coming 
from Ephesus without apostolic authority was not valued 
very highly. 

He mentions the Gospels under the name of the Memozrs 
(drropvnpovedpara) of the Apostles, or simply the Memoirs, 
probably in imitation of Xenophon’s Memoirs of Socrates. 
In the Afgology there are only three references to them, 
but in the Dralogue there are thirteen. A few of them are 
important: 

1. The account of the Last Supper is given with the 
words, ‘For the apostles, in the Memoirs made by them, 


. which are called ‘‘ Gospels”, handed down, &c.’ (Apol. Ixvi). 


This is probably the earliest known writing in which the 
plural appears. In Dial. x he still uses the singular—‘the 
commands in that which is called the Gospel’—as was 
done by many writers after him ; and in Apol. xcviii he 
uses the plural in referring to a passage in a single Gospel. 
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That is to say he used the word with exactly the same 
varieties as it might be used to-day. 

2, The fact is stated that the memoirs of the apostles 
were still read, together with the writings of the prophets, 
in the weekly services (Apol. Ixvii). 

3. ‘It is written in his [Peter’s}] Memoirs as having 
taken place’ (Dial. cvi). This can refer only to Mark. 
It was thought to have St. Peter’s apostolic sanction, as 
Luke was to have St. Paul’s. The apocryphal Gospel of 
Peter, even if it was written by that time,! had a Docetic 
colour, and could not have been in general use. 

4. ‘Memoirs . .. which I say were composed by His 
apostles and those who followed them’ (Dial. ciii). This 
is usually taken to mean that the First and Fourth Gospels 
were attributed to apostles, and the others to those who 
were not apostles but their followers. It is quite as likely 
that the First and Second were thought of as the work 
of apostles (the Second being derived immediately from 
St. Peter), and the Third and Fourth by their followers 
(the writer of the Fourth being not yet raised to the rank 
of ‘apostle’ at Rome). 

With all his use, however, of the written Gospels, Justin 
did not, in fact, speak of them quite in the same way as of 
the Old Testament. He frequently refers to the former 
with ‘it is written’ (yéypamraz), but never, as in the case of 
the latter, as ‘Scripture ’ (ypa¢y7). 

He has a few uncanonical details, but he does not refer 
any ofthem to the Memoirs. He may have derived them 
from written sources, but they can probably be accounted 
for as reminiscences of floating tradition. 

It will be seen that Justin is a landmark. It was 


* M. R. James, Provost of Eton (The Apocryphal N.T., p. go), thinks 
that it is not safe to date it much earlier than 150 a.p. Its Doceticism 
was recognized by Serapion, bishop of Antioch, ¢. 190 (Eus. H. E. vi. 
12). But see Gardner Smith, Journ. Theol. Stud. xxvii. 255-71, 401-7, 
who dates it 80-100. 
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probably owing to his teaching, and perhaps still more 
to his martyr death, that the Fourth Gospel was accepted 
at Rome before the last quarter of the second century. 
In all likelihood it was accepted still earlier in the East, 
but now the weight of Rome was added to the general 
consensus. 

The date at which Carthage was first evangelized is 
unknown to us, and it supplies no writing in our period. 
Alexandria must have received Christianity at an early 
date, but for some time it lay outside the main current of 
Church life. The so-called Epistle of Barnabas may not 
have been written there, but it is marked by a characteristic 
Alexandrian colouring, and an allegorical use of the Old 
Testament. Some would date it 70-9, others 100-30. The 
answer to this debatable problem depends on the answer 
to three others: Did Hermas quote from it? (see p. 297). 
Did Hermas write as early as too? Did the author of 
Barnabas know Hebrews? (see p. 317). Whatever his 
date his evidence with regard to our written Gospels is 
undecisive. ‘His handling of the Passion in terms of 
Old Testament types, especially from the Psalms, seems 
parallel to, rather than dependent on, Matthew’s narrative’ 
(Bartlet) ;1 e.g. ‘Having been crucified He was given to 
drink vinegar and gall’ (vii. 3); cf. Ps. lxix. [Ixvili] 22; but 
in Matt. the gall is given before the Crucifixion, the vinegar 
after. ‘When they shall smite their Shepherd, then the 
sheep of the flock shall perish’ (v. 12) is an allusion to 
Zech. xiii. 7, with no hint of the context in which the 
similar allusion stands in Matt, Mk. ‘For my garment 
they cast a lot’ (vi. 6), from Ps. xxii. [xxi] 19, is combined 
with other passages from the same Psalm and from cxviii. 
[cxvii] 12, to which no reference is made in the Gospels. 
Traditions of the trial and mocking by the Sanhedrin and 

1 Dr. J. V. Bartlet [Senior Tutor of Mansfield College] in The N.T. 
in the Apostolic Fathers (Oxford, 1905), p. 18. 
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by the soldiers (cf. Matt., Mk.) are combined in vii. 9 with 
verbal touches reminiscent of Luke. If the earlier date is 
assigned to the writing, any use of Matt. or Luke is impos- 
sible; the writer must have been dependent on earlier 
written material, or oral tradition, or both. With the later 
date he may have combined other material with a free use 
of Matt. and Luke. One passage requires special notice: 
‘Let us take heed lest, as it is written, we may be found 
many called but few chosen’.!' This has the appearance 
of being an explicit quotation from a written Gospel to 
which authoritative value is attached. This might be 
possible at the later date,? and would stand as the earliest 
known instance of the quotation of a Gospel with such 
a formula, which would be of importance for the history of 
the Canon. But the writer may be quoting from a Jewish 
apocryphal work containing a contrast between ‘ many’ 
and ‘few’ such as is found in 4 Esdr. vill. 3; x. 57.2 Or 
he is referring to our Lord’s words, but ‘he had forgotten 
the reference, and consequently has employed the formula 
‘as it is written” by inadvertence for the more appropriate 
‘“‘as the Lord said to His disciples”, or something of that 
kind’ (Burkitt, The Gospel History and its Transmission, 
Pp. 320). 

If Africa and Egypt do not yet help us much we get 
plenty of light from the East. The probability that Maz. 
was written at Antioch is supported by the fact that it is 
Ignatius, bishop of Antioch, who gives us the first clear 


' This saying is added to Matt. xx. 16 in some MSS. and versions, 
of which syr %@- pesh agree with Barnabas in omitting yap. 

® H. Windisch (Der Barnabasbrief in Handbuch 2. N.T., 1920) holds 
the writing to be a compilation ; behind it lie a collection of festimonia 
and a work on ‘The Two Ways’, and the book underwent a revision. 
He places it between 100 and 135, though he thinks that the first 
edition could have been earlier. 

8 The formula of citation does not forbid this, since he uses ‘it is 
written ’ and ‘the Scripture saith’ when citing Enoch (iv. 3, xvi. 5). 


ers ee 


THE SUB-APOSTOLIC AGE 303 


evidence of it. He wrote the seven letters that we possess 
on his way to martyrdom at Rome, c. 115. He speaks 
(Trall. xi. 1; Philad. iii. 1) of errorists who are ‘not the 
Father’s plant’ (cf. Matt. xv. 13); and says that Jesus 
Christ was ‘truly born of a virgin, and baptized by John 
that all righteousness might be fulfilled by Him’ (Smyrn. 
i. 1), the latter clause of which, as Sanday said, it is 
unreasonable to refer to any other than Matthew. ‘He 
that receiveth let him receive it’ (Smyrn. vi. 1), and ‘Be 
thou wise as the serpent in all things and harmless always 
as the dove’, are echoes of Matt. xix. 12 and x. 16. The 
only possible reference to Luke is the statement that Jesus 
Christ was crucified ‘under Pontius Pilate and Herod the 
tetrarch’ (Smyrn.i.1). Oral tradition might have supplied 
the last words. But the tone of his letter to Rome is per- 
haps the result of his having read Clement’s letter to 
Corinth; and if that could reach him from Rome or 
Corinth, Lue could reach him. He would not, however, 
treat it with anything like the same deference as his own 
local Gospel written by an apostle. The often-quoted 
passage, ‘ Take, touch Me, and see that I am nota bodiless 
demon’ (Smyrn. iil, 2), is like Lk. xxiv. 39, and yet so un- 
like that a use of the written words is improbable. Euse- 
bius (H.£. iii. 36) confesses ignorance of its source; 
Jerome (De vir. illust. 2) and Origen (De Princ. ; praef. 8) 
refer it respectively to the Gospel acc. to the Heb. and the 
Doctrine of Peter. 

A knowledge of John by Ignatius, if it cannot be 
proved with certainty, is highly probable. Their theology 
is akin, and there are echoes of wording, the clearest 
being the sentence about the Spirit (Philad. 7): ‘for It 
knoweth whence It cometh and whither It goeth’ (cf. John 
iii. 8). 

Two interesting passages show how the Old Testament 
was valued chiefly as pointing to Christ and Christianity. 
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‘That I may attain unto the inheritance wherein I have 
obtained mercy, fleeing for refuge to the Gospel as the 
Flesh of Jesus, and to the Apostles as the Presbytery of 
the Church. Yea and we love the prophets also, because 
they too pointed to the Gospel in their message, and hoped 
in Him, and awaited Him’ (Philad. v. 1). The ‘Gospel’ 
here means not the written Gospels but the whole 
Christian tradition, oral and written, in many forms and 
fragments, about the life and teaching of Christ. The 
‘Apostles’ means the whole apostolic teaching, as it had 
been preached and written in letters. And the prophets 
are the Old Testament prophets. Ignatius, therefore, 
probably does not refer, as Westcott suggested, to a 
definite collection of books as on a par with the written 
prophecies, but to Christian truth as that to which Old 
Testament hopes pointed. Similarly in Philad. viii f.: 
‘I heard certain persons saying, If I find it not in the 
charters (rois épyxetos) I believe it not in the Gospel. And 
when I said to them, It is written, they answered me, 
That is the question. But as for me, my charter is Jesus 
Christ, the inviolable charter His Cross and Death and 
Resurrection, and faith which is through Him... . But 
a singular value hath the Gospel, [namely] the Advent of 
the Saviour, our Lord Jesus Christ, His Passion, His 
Resurrection. For the beloved prophets pointed to Him 
in their message, but the Gospel is the perfect provision 
of immortality.’ That is to say, the charter of Christians 
consisted, not in writings corresponding to those of the 
prophets, but in the facts which the evangelic message 
proclaimed. And some people had questioned whether 
certain passages in the Old Testament contained pre- 
dictions which Ignatius insisted in finding in them. 
Polycarp, bishop of Smyrna. Though important in the 
history of the Christian tradition, he does not supply much 
evidence as to the canonicity of the Gospels. He lived 
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till 155/6, but his only letter that we possess was written 
to the Philippians soon after the martyrdom of Ignatius, 
forty years earlier—so soon after that he asks them to send 
him such news as they can obtain of Ignatius and his 
companions. His references to the Old Testament are so 
allusive and inexact that we cannot expect great precision 
in his quotations from Christian books. He appears to 
have known the Acts (see below), and, if so, he must have 
known Luke; and if Luke, then Mark may also have 
reached him from Rome. And Matthew would probably 
have come to Smyrna from Antioch by 115, but we cannot 
be sure. He gives some sayings of our Lord similar to 
those in St. Luke’s Sermon on the Plain, and one clause 
(italicized) in a Matthaean form: ‘Remembering what the 
Lord said teaching, Judge not that ye be not judged; 
forgive and it shall be forgiven unto you; shew mercy 
that ye may receive mercy ; with what measure ye mete it 
shall be measured to you again. And, Blessed are the 
poor, and they that are persecuted for righteousness’ sake, for 
theirs is the Kingdom of God’ (ii. 3). But his form of 
quotation, and his catena of sayings, are similar to those 
in Clement (see above), which he apparently knew, and 
the sayings as they appeared in Matt. and Luke were 
not more sacred to him than as they appeared in the 
collection known to Clement. ‘According as the Lord 
said, The spirit indeed is willing but the flesh is weak’ 
is verbally identical with Mazt-Lk. ‘According to the 
truth of the Lord who became Servant of all’, didxovos 
névrev (v. 2), preserves the thought of Matt. xx. 28, 
while wévrewv diékovos occurs in a different context in Mark 
ix. 35. 

Irenaeus, who had seen Polycarp, tells us that he was 
a companion of John (see p. 268). And if the Fourth 
Gospel was written in Ephesus, the bishop of Smyrna 
would certainly know it twenty years later. But if it was 
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not the work of an apostle, and Polycarp knew it was not, 
he would have little inducement to quote it, differing 
widely as it did from the apostolic Matthew. Only one 
sentence, ‘ According as He promised to raise us from the 
dead’ (:bid.), might seem to point to John v. 21 ; vi. 44, the 
Synoptic Gospels containing no such promise. 

Papias, bishop of Hierapolis, has been variously dated, 
but most of the suggestions border round 140. His 
importance for the history of the Canon lies, not in any 
quotations from the Gospels, but in the fact that, in the 
fragments that we possess, he voices an earlier tradition 
with regard to Matt.and Mark. The passages are quoted 
on pp. 4, 6. The latter is the first explicit evidence in 
patristic writings that we possess of the existence of the 
Second Gospel, but it shows that it was well known to 
the Elder whom he quotes, and recognized as carrying 
apostolic sanction, since St. Mark, as St. Peter’s inter- 
preter, did his best in putting down what he remembered 
of the apostle’s teaching of Christ’s deeds and words. 
The theory of an Ur-Marcus, to which some have thought 
that he was referring, is discussed on pp. 50-2, and shown 
to be improbable. The First Gospel was believed by the 
Elder to be the work of an apostle, no less than the 
Second ; it was one of the translations made by various 
persons, as best they could, of St. Matthew’s work. It 
had been enlarged, as we know, far beyond the limits of 
his original collection of the /ogza, and was current among 
Eastern Christians with all the apostolic authority of 
St. Matthew’s own Gospel. 

As regards John Papias is important in relation to the 
authorship ; and as bishop of Hierapolis he must have 
known it. But we have no words of his which afford any 
help with regard to its canonicity, unless he understood 
the Elder’s remark about Mazz. as (according to Streeter) 
a disparaging contrast with the Fourth Gospel. Possibly 
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the quotation by Irenaeus (v. xxxvi) from ‘the Elders’, 
which contains the words of John xiv. 2, are from the 
comments of Papias. But the statement of the latter him- 
self shows that, though he knew written records, ‘what 
could be learnt from a living and abiding voice’ (see p. 270), 
i.e, oral tradition, was still of the first importance to him. 
And the title of the work attributed to him by Eusebius, 
An exposition of Oracles of the Lord, does not conflict with 
this. A passage is sometimes quoted from Irenaeus (rv. 
XXxXil. I) as referring to him: ‘In the same manner also 
the Elder, a disciple of the apostles, used to discuss con- 
cerning the two ¢estamenta, showing that both were from 
one and the same God.’ If ‘a disciple of the apostles’ is 
correct, this cannot have been Papias. But whoever it 
was, ‘de duobus testamentis’ must be a translation of epi 
tay Ovo diaOnkav, an echo of Gal. iv. 24, where the word 
means ‘dispensations’, not the Jewish and Christian 
Canons (see p. 2). 


By about 160, then, the Gospels had emerged into 


_ prominence in the East and in the West. They were 


perhaps not yet explicitly defined everywhere as a corpus 
of Four, though with Justin at Rome they were near to it. 
But by their intrinsic superiority they had risen into unique 
recognition. ‘As soon as the feeling of the need of 
authoritative writings grew up, Christian sentiment took 
to the Four as instinctively as a child to its mother’s 
milk.’ And if the interpolations in the Western text go 
back to a single interpolated copy (see p. 429) the Four 
were a unity at about the middle of the century. The 
esteem in which they were held is only emphasized by 
the fact that there were other Gospels in existence, and in 
sporadic use, before the middle of the century: the Gospel 


1 C,H. Turner, Journ. Theol. Stud. x. 166. 
X 2 
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according to the Hebrews; the Gospel of the Nazarenes* (see 
pp-17, 43); the Gospel according to Peter °—used, apparently, 
by Justin, and still read at the close of the century at 
Rhossus, but condemned as docetic by Serapion, bishop 
of Antioch (c. 190); the Protevangelion of James—known 
to Origen, and possibly to Justin; the Gospel according to 
the Egyptians—coloured with Encratite views, known to 
the author of 2 Clement, to some Gnostic writers, and later 
to Clement of Alexandria; and the Gospel as edited by 
Marcion (140-50), i.e. an arbitrary recension of the Third 
Gospel with its contents manipulated in accordance with 
his views. His text (as restored) will be found in Zahn, 
Geschichte d. ntlichen Kanons, ii. 455 ff, and Harnack, 
Marcion (Texte u. Untersuch. xlv. 1921). None of these 
was ever a serious rival tothe Four. Either on account 
of date or authority or character they were recognized as 
inferior to them. 


(6) THe Acts 


There is very little sign that any one in this period 
possessed or knew the Ac/s. It must, of course, have been 
known in Rome when it first appeared. In writing for 
Theophilus St. Luke no doubt wrote for a wider public, 
and his accounts of the life of the Lord and of the 
life of the Church were two volumes of the same work. 
But the separation between them, as regards general 
use, would soon take place. Few among the rank and 
file of the Church would at first be interested in the 
deeds of the apostles, while every Christian was eager 
to know the deeds and words of Christ. So that the 

1 At the very beginning of the century there are Talmudic allusions, 
in a play on the word evayyéduov, to the ‘Gospel’ in Greek as used by 
<a i.e, Palestinian'Christians (see Burkitt, Christian Beginnings, 
Pp. 47 1.). 


? In its story of the Passion strands from all our four Gospels can 
perhaps be traced, woven together. 
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former would supply little material as compared with 
the latter for catechetical instruction or for mission preach- 
ing. Thus the Gospels would be copied and read widely, 
but not the Acts, And all that we can find are a few 
echoes, more or less doubtful. Clement of Rome, who 
must have known a work composed at the capital as a kind 
of public afologia only five or six years before he wrote, 
combines (in xviii. 1) words from Ps. Ixxxviii. [lxxxix] 21 
with words from 1 Sam. xiii. 14, and reads dvépa (Ps. doddov, 
I Sam. @y@pemor) as in Acts xiii. 22. But the clause ‘a man 
after My own heart’ is transposed; and while Acts ends 
with ‘who shall do all My will’, Clement ends with ‘in 
eternal mercy (éAée:)} have I anointed Him’. It might 
almost seem as if Clement was influenced by a collection 
of ¢estimonia as well as by the Acts. ‘Ye were all humble 
... with more pleasure giving than receiving’ looks like 
an allusion to Acts xx. 35, though he may have known 
the Lord’s words independently from oral tradition. The 
author of the Epistle to Diognetus, an apologia to a pagan, 
has a clear allusion (ch. ili) to the apologia to pagans in 
Acts xvii. 24 f.: ‘For He that made heaven and earth and 
all things that are in them, and supplies us with all that we 
need, Himself would need none of those things which He 
affords to them that think they give [to Him]. To these 
may be added one doubtful parallel in Hermas (Vis. Iv. ii. 
4): ‘ Having believed that by nothing canst thou be saved 
but by the great and glorious name’ (cf. Acts iv. 12); and 
one in the Didache (iv. 8): ‘Thou shalt share all things 
with thy brother, and not say that they are thine own’ 
(td:a eivai, cf. Acts iv. 32). 

In the East there is similar fragmentary evidence. 
Ignatius says ? that ‘each man will go[sc. after death, wéAXex 
xpeiv] to his own place’, which reads like an allusion to 


1 The Psalm has, according to one reading, ‘in holy mercy’, édéex 
for éAé@ (= aig). 2 Magn. v.1. 
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Acts i. 25, although the latter has ropev@qva:. And ‘ After 
His Resurrection He ate and drank with them’ (Smyrn. 

iii. 3) recalls the general statement in Acts 1. 4 (cuvarrgo- 
pevos) rather than the particular story in Lk. xxiv. 41-3. 

Polycarp has a striking coincidence with Acts i, 24: 

‘Whom God raised up (#yeuper, Acts dvéornoev), having 

loosed the pangs of Hades’ (Acts ‘ Death’). Both have 

the same structure of the sentence, and both have ‘pangs’ 

(édivas), a mistranslation of ‘PN, which also means ‘cords’. 

In Ps. xvii. [xviii] 5, 6 (LX X) occur both ‘pangs of death’ 

and ‘pangs of Hades’, and the former in Ps. exiv. [exvi] 3. 

If Polycarp’s expression is not due to a collection of /est- 

monta, it is a pretty clear instance of quotation from the 

Acts. He has a few other uncertain echoes of language. 

See P. V. M. Benecke,? in The N.T. in the Apostolic 

Fathers, p. 98 f. 


(c) THE PauLtne EPIsTLEs 


Behind our Gospels there was oral tradition, and there 
were early attempts at the writing of Gospel material, both 
of which might be the source of some of the patristic 
language. But in the case of the epistles there is no such 
uncertainty. Ifa writer clearly echoes or paraphrases a 
passage it proves his knowledge of the epistle containing 
it.. St. Paul’s writings would be eagerly copied, mostly, of 
course, in full, but sometimes probably with the omission 
of what had purely local and immediate reference. If one 
Church made a copy for another, some salutations or 
personal details, possibly also some rebukes to individuals, 
might be excised; it might even happen that there 
would be sent, or a visitor might copy, only a fragment 
which it was thought would be of general Church interest. 


* @avirov 8S A BC &c.; but ov De vg. pesh. cop. 
* Fellow and Tutor of Magdalen College, Oxford. 
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It is likely, as we have seen (p. 144), that Romans was an 
instance of such editing. And the Pauline corpus finally 
contained, in all probability, some fragments of epistles 
that found their way into the Canon attached to other 
epistles, e.g. 2 Cor. vi. 14-vii. 1; Phil. iii. r-iv. 1; Rom. 
Xvi. 1-23. Only deliberate editing of all the available 
material will account for this. When this was accomplished 
is unknown. It has been thought that it was Marcion who 
first formed the corpus. Christians in general possessed 
a Bible in the Old Testament ; but Marcion, rejecting that, 
was without a Bible at all. And he therefore made his own 
Bible ; he defined for the first time (some hold), quite clearly, 
a New Testament Canon, which consisted of his recension 
of Luke and of the Pauline epistles, i.e. his ‘Gospel’ and 
‘Apostolicon ’, in which he ‘ erased’ (as Tertullian says) by 
his ‘heretical industry’ what did not suit him. But there 
is no evidence that he formed the corpus. If he did, not 
only was this heretic’s collection accepted in all parts of the 
Church less than half a century later, but within that time 
it was contrived to reintroduce into it both whole epistles 
(z, 2 Tim. and 7J7t.) which he had omitted, and all the 
sections, sentences, and words which he had ‘erased’ ; 
e.g. in Gal. and Rom. appeared the ideas of the righteous- 
ness of Abraham, and of the paedagogic function of the 
Jewish Law, which fundamentally altered St. Paul’s 
presentation of Christianity. It is easier to suppose that 
Marcion issued his revised edition of an already existing 
corpus, as he did of an already existing Gospel of St. Luke. 
There is not much weight in the fact that St. Paul is com- 
paratively little quoted by the Fathers in the second and 
third centuries. The literature is largely apologetic and 
controversial, directed against pagans and Gnostics. 
And for this purpose the apostle’s language in argument 
against Judaizers did not supply much material. 
There is evidence that a quarter of a century before 
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Marcion some, at least, of the Pauline epistles were begin- 
ning to be collected in the East. A treasuring-up of his 
letters is antecedently probable; and it may very likely 
have been owing to the fact that the apostle’s letters were 
beginning to be collected that the Philippians wanted to do 
the same with those of Ignatius. They asked Polycarp to 
send them a copy of the letter that Ignatius had written to 
him, with any others that he had. At least, as Turner 
says, this action would give an impetus to the collection 
of the Pauline letters. Polycarp himself, as his letter in 
reply to them shows, knew at least Rom., z, 2 Cor., Gal., 
Eph., Phil. and 1, 2 Tim., so that some of them had been 
collected at Smyrna. And before that, again, Ignatius, in 
writing to the Philippians, says to them that St. Paul makes 
mention of them ‘in every letter’, which implies a collec- 
tion of, at any rate,some ofthem. And when we remember 
that every one of his letters, except that to the Romans, 
was written to a Church either in Asia Minor, or in Mace- 
donia or Achaia on the other side of the water, it is natural 
to suppose that it was in those regions that the first collec- 
tions were made. And they must have been made inde- 
pendently, which explains why, in collections known to us 
a little later, they are arranged in different orders. Textu- 
ally this is an advantage to us, because it gives us inde- 
pendent evidence of text from different local centres. 

In accordance with the probability that it was in the 
East that the corpus began to be formed, Clement of Rome 
shows a knowledge of very few epistles. Since he wrote 
from Rome to Corinth it is not surprising that the only two 
epistles with which he shows acquaintance are Rom. and 
1 Cor. In xlvii. 1 he writes, ‘Take up the epistle of the 
blessed Paul the apostle. What did he first and foremost 
write to you in the beginning of the Gospel [i.e. soon after 
your conversion]? Of a truth he spiritually enjoined you 
concerning himself and Cephas and Apollos.’ ‘ The epistle’ 
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need not necessarily mean that Clement did not know the 
Second epistle to Corinth. (Lightfoot ad Joc. shows that 
similar expressions were used by several later writers about 
the First epistle, and also by Orig. and Chrys. about z Thes. 
and 2 hes. respectively.) But, in fact, he shows no sign 
that he knew it. om. he would of course know, though 
only in one passage does he quite clearly echo it. In 
XxXXv. 5, 6 he gives a list of thirteen sins, eight of which 
occur, in the same order, in Rom. i. 29-32; and he adds 
a remark similar to St. Paul’s: ‘For they who do such 
things are haters of God, and not only they who do them 
but also they who take pleasure in them [sc. that do 
them].’ 

But Rome must rapidly have received other letters of 
St. Paul. Marcion, as has been said, issued his own edi- 
tion of them, consisting of ten epistles in the following 
order (according to Tert. ¢. Marc. v.): Gal., z, 2 Cor., Rom., 
1, 2 Thes., Laodiceans (= Eph.), Col., Phil., Philem. In 
some Vulgate MSS., including cod. Amiatinus, are pre- 
served prologues to these epistles, which many authorities 1 
hold to be the work of Marcion. z, 2 7im.and 77. are 
not of such a character that he would reject them 7” /ofo 
for subjective reasons. He probably did not know them, 
and it is questionable if they were known at allin Romeat 
his date.2 Heb. he would certainly reject if he knew it; 
but it was not accepted at Rome as the work of St. Paul 
till late in the fourth century. 

This very able and wrong-headed New Testament critic 


1 Beside De Bruyneand Corssen, who first maintained this, Harnack 
(Zeitschr. f. d. neutest. Wiss., 1925, p. 205) names Rendel Harris, Lietz- 
mann, Armitage Robinson, Souter, Wordsworth-White, Zahn, and 
himself, as supporting it. 

2 Later Marcionites added prologues on these epistles, and also on 
Eph. when the spurious Epistle to the Laodiceans had become known. 
‘ Ambrosiaster’ afterwards made use of the prologues, unaware, 
as were the scribes of the Vulgate, of their heretical origin. 
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was opposed by Justin,! who must, therefore, have known 
at least the ten epistles in his Apostolicon. His thoughts 
and language are not infrequently moulded by the epistles, 
especially Rom., 1 Cor., and 2 Thes. This is most note- 
worthy in the case of his Old Testament citations. In 
Dial. xxvii, for instance, he quotes part of the catena of 
passages in Rom. iii. 10-18. In Dial. xxxix the words of 
Elijah, and the answer made to him, are given in a form 
very similar to that in Rom. xi. 3, 4, but widely different 
from the LXX of 1 Kings xix. 10, 14, 18. See others in 
Westcott, Canon of the N.T., p. 171 note. The Epistle to 
Diognetus may be mentioned here, if Lightfoot is right in 
dating it c. 150. The genuine chapters, i-x, have very few 
verbal parallels with the New Testament, but the writer is 
one who may be called a Pauline Christian. In chap. ix 
the whole section shows the influence of Rom. ili. 21-6, and 
chap. v. of Phil. iii. 18 ff. There are echoes of z, 2 Cor. 
and several Pauline words and phrases (Westcott, of. ciz., 
Pp. QI note). 

The Epistle of Barnabas, as has been said, savours of 
Alexandria. It contains little that is decisive. Echoes, 
more or less clear, can be heard of 7, 2 Cor. and EpA. 
But the only thing that is really striking is in xii. 7: 
‘What, then, saith He to Abraham, when he alone believed 
and was appointed for righteousness? Behold, I have 
appointed thee, Abraham, a father of nations that believe 
in God (v.é. the Lord) in uncircumcision (60? éxpoBvorias).’ 
Here the writer, as often, blends two Old Testament 
passages (Gen. xv. 6; xvii. 4 f.), but he also blends with 
them reminiscences of Rom. iv. 3, to f. (cf. v. 17 f, where 
St. Paul also quotes Gen. xvii. 5), showing that he felt 
little or no difference between the authority of Geneszs and 
of the words of St. Paul. 


1 Tren. Iv. vi. 2, Eus. H. £. iv. 18. 


THE SUB-APOSTOLIC AGE 315 


In the East many of the Pauline epistles were well 
known fifty years after the apostle’s death. Ignatius 
certainly knew z Cor., and scarcely less certainly Rom. and 
Eph.; very possibly Gal., Phil., and Col., and perhaps 
2 Cor. and 1, 2 Tim. Polycarp perhaps knew more. 
Turner speaks of his epistle as ‘crowded with indubitable 
echoes of at least eight’. Beside using Rom., r Cor., and 
_ £ph. he combines words from 2 Cor. and 2 Thes. when he 
- writes to the Philippians as those ‘among whom the blessed 
Apostle Paul laboured, who were his epistles in the begin- 
ning. For he boasteth of you in all the Churches which 
alone at that time knew God.’ And he speaks of the letter 
which St. Paul wrote to them. He shows a knowledge of 
I, 2 [tm. when he? says of St. Paul and others that ‘they 
loved not this present world’ (ix. 2); and when he com- 
bines and transposes 1 Tim. vi. 7, 10, prefixing ‘knowing 
that’ (e/d6res 671) as a sort of quotation-formula to the words 
‘We brought nothing into this world, &c.’ The same 
formula in v. 1 introduces ‘God is not mocked’ from Gal. 
vi. 7, and in i. 3 words similar to Eph. 1.8. The most 
interesting passage is in xil. 1, which unfortunately has 
come down to us only in a Latin translation: ‘For I am 
persuaded that you are well practised in the sacred 
writings (sacris literts).... As it is said in these scriptures 
(scripturis, 1.e. passages of Scripture), Be ye angry and sin 
not; and, Let not the sun go down upon your wrath.’ 
The two halves of Eph. iv. 26, only the former of which 
occurs in Ps. iv. 4, are quoted as passages from the sacred 
writings. This, and the passage quoted above from the 
Epistle of Barnabas, speak volumes for the reverence in 
which the apostle was held. Similarly the author of 2 Peter 
(who probably wrote somewhere in the East) in iii. 16 
seems to rank St. Paul’s writings (‘all his epistles’) on a 
level with the Old Testament (‘the other Scriptures’). 
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(dq) Tue EpistLE To THE HEBREWS 


This epistle must be treated by itself. In later times it 
was gradually accepted as the work of St. Paul, and on 
that account canonical. But in this period very few 
writers show any knowledge of it, and there is not a sign 
that any one thought it was St. Paul’s. It is open to ques- 
tion, indeed, whether it was known outside Rome. The 
fact that Clement shows a clear knowledge of it is one of 
the reasons for thinking that the epistle was addressed to 
Rome (see p. 222). Among other echoes of language, those 
in xxxvi. I-5 are decisive: ‘This is the road, beloved, on 
which we found our salvation, Jesus Christ the High 
Priest of our offerings, the Assister and Helper of our 
weakness (cf. Heb. ti. 18; ui. 1). Through Him let us gaze 
at the heights of the heavens ; through Him we see mirrored 
His faultless and most excellent visage.... Who being the 
effulgence (émavyaopa) of His majesty is so much greater 
than the angels as He hath by inheritance obtained a more 
excellent name. For it is written thus: Who maketh His 
angels spirits and His ministers a flame of fire. But of His 
Son thus said the Master, Thou art My Son, I this day 
have begotten Thee. Ask of Me, and I will give Thee 
nations as Thine inheritance, and as Thy possession the 
ends of the earth. And again He saith to Him, Sit Thou 
on My right hand till I make Thine enemies a footstool of 
the feet.’ This is clearly an abbreviation of Heb. i. 1-13 
with some alterations, preserving the zupés dddya of Heb. 
instead of wip PAéyov' of the LXX of Ps. civ. 4. Hermas 
uses the words, ‘to depart from the living God’; ‘ those 
who finally depart from the living God’ (Vis. 11. iii. 2; m1. 
vil. 2); cf. Heb. ili. r2. And he says ‘ For your city is far 
from this city... he, then, that prepareth for this city does 
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not look to return (éravaxdpyyat) to his own city’ (Sim. 1. i. 


2); cf. Heb. xi. 15 f. But he seems to have heard the 
_ language of the epistle in sermons or instructions rather 


than read it, for in denying the possibility of repentance 
after post-baptismal sin (Mand. 1Vv. iii.), as in Heb. vi. 4-8 
(cf. x. 26-31), he says that he had ‘heard it from certain 
teachers’. Justin twice (Apol. xii., Ixili) speaks of Jesus 


as ‘Apostle’, a designation of Him confined in the New 


- Testament to Heb. iii. x. But in the latter of the two 


passages itis ‘Angel and Apostle’, and reference is made 
to the Lord’s words, ‘he that heareth Me heareth Him that 
sent (dmoareikavra) Me’; so that the thought of the divine 
Messenger sent by God may not be due to Hed. at all. 

Passing from Rome it is doubtful if we find any trace of 
the epistle in this period. The relation to it of the Epistle 
of Barnabas is of interest. On the surface it seems to be 
connected at various points, but their spirit and purpose 
are widely different. In Heb. the Jewish economy of 
priesthood, sacrifices, tabernacle, covenant, and law are the 
copy, shadow, figure, type, of which the Christian economy 
is the perfect Ideal made real. In Barnabas, on the other 
hand, the Jewish economy was one huge mistake, and 
Christianity as the Truth has taken its place. In the one 
the Perfect was evolved out of the Imperfect (Heb. i. 1); in 
the other, the Perfect was present all the time, but wholly 
misunderstood and misinterpreted by the Hebrew race. 
So the question to be decided is whether the two teachers 
of an Alexandrian type independently made the Jewish 
system the basis of their presentation, or whether the author 
of Barnabas knew Heb. and deliberately rejected its line of 
argument in favour of another. The former alternative is 
kinder to him, and also more probable. But if the latter 
be the true one, he treats Heb. as anything but sacred and 
authoritative. 

In Asia there is no evidence at all. Ignatius (Philad. ix) 
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says, ‘ The priests also (were) good, but better (is) the High 
Priest who hath been entrusted with the Holy of Holies, 
who only hath been entrusted with the deep things of 
God. And Polycarp (xii. 2) says, ‘May the God and 
Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, and the eternal High 
Priest Himself, the Son of God, Jesus Christ, build you 
up’. But the comparison in the former case with the 
priests of Israel is different in kind from that in Hed., and 
it is impossible to suppose that the idea of Christ as the 
High Priest, and of His eternity, could not have occurred 
to any one without dependence on that epistle. 

Heb., then, existed in Rome, but was not thought of as 
apostolic, and elsewhere was virtually, if not entirely, 
neglected. 


(ec) Tue Catuotic EPIsTLEs 


The position held by the acknowledged Pauline epistles 
during this early period may be gathered from some indi- 
cations a little later, in the last quarter of the century. In 
the Passion of the Scillitan martyrs (180 a.pD.) we read, 
‘Saturninus the Proconsul said, “ What are the things in 
your satchel?” Speratus said, “The books [sc. presum- 
ably the Gospels] and the letters of one Paul, a righteous 
man.” ’ The New Testament rolls which they considered 
worthy to be kept in one satchel, their sacred collection, 
were the Gospels and the Pauline epistles ; no others were 
thought of as canonical. That was in Africa. But in the 
East we find the same thing. The Doctrine of Addai says, 
‘The Law and the Prophets and the Gospel .. . and the 
Epistles of Paul... and the Acts of the twelve apostles... 
these books read ye in the Church of God, and with these 
read not others’. This was in the Syriac Church of 
Edessa, and belongs to the latter half of the fourth century 
when the Catholic epistles were still not included in the 
Canon. And therefore, once more, when we read in Ter- 
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 tullian (De Praescr. xxxvi.), ‘She [the Church at Rome] 


combines the Law and the Prophets with the Evangelic 
and the Apostolic writings’, we understand that ‘ Apostolic’ 
means ‘written by “he Apostle’, St. Paul. Throughout 
the whole Church, so far as we can see, no other epistles 
were canonical. 

The only ones of which there is any trace are z Peter, 
1 John, and perhaps James. It is possible, of course, that 


~ St. Peter’s letter to the Churches in Asia Minor was known 


by Clement in Rome thirty years or so later. But the 
signs that he knew it are far from decisive. Prov. ili. 34 
is quoted in xxx. 2, and in zr Peter, but also in James. The 
quotation of Prov. x. 12 (in xlix. 5) is more noticeable ; 
‘a multitude of sins’ found also in z Peter, differs from the 
Heb., which has ‘all sins’, and is quite different from the 
LXX. ‘Various explanations of this, however, are possible ; 
e.g. a variant reading in the LXX, not preserved in our 
manuscripts. The only other coincidences which have 
been found are the words dyaGoroita (ii. 2) and adeApérns | 
(ii. 4), which are peculiar to z Peter in the New Testament. 
But we do not possess enough early Christian literature 
to determine whether two isolated words must have been 
borrowed by Clement. 

There are signs at Rome of a knowledge of z John. In 
the Epistle to Diognetus we read, ‘For God loved men... 
to whom He sent His only-begotten Son’; cf. 1 Johniv.9. 
And ‘ How shalt thou love Him who so loved thee before ?’ 
cf. v.19. (Behind both passages John iii. 16 can also be 
felt.) And Justin writes (Dial. 123): ‘We Christians are 
called the true children of God, and we are, who keep 
Christ’s commandments’; cf. 1 John i. 1. Again, it is 
possible that Hermas knew /ames. ‘ Although the passages 


1 The former is unique in Biblical literature, the latter occurs in the 
sense of ‘ brotherly affection’ in z, ¢ Macc. 
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which point to James fail to reach, when taken one by one, 
a high degree of probability, yet collectively they present 
a fairly strong case’ (J. Drummond,' The N.T. im the 
Apostolic Fathers, p. 113). 

The writer of Ep. Barnabas perhaps knew z Peter. In 
vi. 2-4 he quotes Is. xxviii. 16 and Ps. cxvili. 22 as in 
t Pet. ii. 6-8 with textual variations. But this may have 
been due, in both writings, to a collection of ¢estimonza. 
And in v. 6 it is said that ‘the prophets having their grace 
from Him [Christ] prophesied of Him’. But the thought 
that Christ inspired the Old Testament prophets, though 
it is not found elsewhere in the New Testament, may 
easily be supposed to have been current in the circles in 
which ¢estimonia were current. 

But in the East a knowledge of z Peter and z John is 
fairly clear. The former seems to be echoed by Ignatius 
(Rom. ix.) in his collocation of God as the ‘Shepherd’ of 
the Church in Syria and Jesus Christ as its ‘ Episcopos’ ; 
cf. 1 Pet. ii. 25 (cf. v. 2). Polycarp is strongly influenced 
by it. Several close parallels may be seen in The N.T. in 
the Apost. Fathers, pp. 86 ff. (Benecke). And he seems 
certainly to use z John. ‘ Foreveryone who does not con- 
fess that Jesus Christ has come in the flesh, is anti-Christ. 
And whosoever does not confess the witness of the Cross, 
is of the devil’ (vil. 1; cf. 1 John iv. 2; ii. 8). If he did 
not use the epistle he may, at any rate, have known the 
author. See further, Stanton, Zhe Gospels as Historical 
Documents, i, p. 20, notes 3, 4. Papias is stated by 
Eusebius (H. £. iii. 39) to have made use of ‘the former 
Epistle of John, and that of Peter likewise’. Finally, 
2 Peter explicitly refers (iii. 1) to the First Epistle, and 
shows the high regard in which he held its value and 
apostolic authority. 


* Principal of Manchester College. 
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(f) Tue ApocaLyPsE oF JOHN 


Itis pointed out by Turner! that much might be said for 
admitting apocalyptic works into the Canon. They corre- 
sponded to, and carried on, Old Testament prophecy ; and 
if in successive periods of persecution these comforting 
‘revelations’ were produced, inspired messages of consola- 
tion to the Church, must not all these be as authoritative 
as the inspired messages of the Old Testament prophets ? 
The Canon would thus be susceptible of infinite expan- 
sion. But in fact only two of these, which were finally 
rejected from the Canon, enjoyed sufficient recognition at 
first to be able to hover on the borders of it—the Apocalypse 
of Peter and the Shepherd of Hermas. Dr. M. R. James 
dates the former early in the second century, and says 
(The Apocryphal N.T., p. 505), ‘The second book of the 
Sibylline Oracles contains (in Greek hexameters) a para- 
phrase of a great part of the Afocalypse: and its influence 
can be traced in many early writings—the Acts of Thomas 
(chs. 55-7), the Martyrdom of Perpetua, the so-called 
Second Epistle of Clement, and, as I think, the Shepherd of 
Hermas’. Both it and the Shepherd? are included in the 
canonical list appended to cod. Claromontanus (D,); a 
passage from the Shepherd is quoted as % ypagy in Iren. tv. 
xx. 2; Clem. Alex. uses it; in Pseud-Cypr. adv. Aleatores it 
is ‘Scriptura divina’ ; and Orig. (¢ £p. Rom., Lommatzsch, 
Vii. 437) says of it (according to the Lat. translation) ‘scrip- 
tura valde mihi utilis videtur, et ut puto divinitus inspirata’ ; 
and owing doubtless to Origen’s authority, it was included 
in cod. Sinaiticus (8). Turner,® from the numerations of 


1 Journ. Theol. Stud. x. 366. 
2 Some people, as we learn from Tert. (De Orat. xvi), treated its 


words with such reverence, that because Hermas said (Vis. v. 1) 
‘when I had prayed in my house and sat down on my bed ’, they sat 
down after concluding prayer. 

3 Journ. Theol. Stud. xiv. 404-7. 
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the gatherings of the manuscript, conjectured that the 
Shepherd originally stood at the end of the Old Testament 
as part of the prophetic Canon; but Mercati (of. cit. xv. 
452) argues that this is impossible, and that it stood in its 
present position at the end of the New Testament. 

But for different reasons both works soon failed to obtain 
canonical recognition. The Afoc. Pet. was seen to be 
tainted with the Docetic heresy, and the Shepherd was not 
apostolic. Orig., indeed, claimed that it was, and identified 
Hermas with his namesake mentioned in Rom. xvi. 14; 
but the writer of the Muratorian fragment (see below) 
rejected it because it was so recent; and Tertullian, as 
a Montanist, because he was shocked at any idea of 
reconciliation after post-baptismal mortal sin. And he 
claims that it is not worthy to be included in the ‘ divine 
Instrument’ because it was judged ‘by every council 
even of your own Churches to be among the apocryphal 
and false writings’ (De Pudic. 10). Generally speaking, it 
was opposition to the Montanists which prevented late 
apocalypses from being added to the Canon; nothing in 
the ecstatic vagaries of Montanus and his prophetesses 
could contribute anything new to the divine Revelation, 
which was given in its final and complete form by the 
apostles. 

The Apocalypse of St. John had a unique history, in that 
it was the only book of the N.T. which, after being accepted 
in the East at an early date, was later rejected there, 
though it at last came fitfully into its own. That will be 
shown later. In this period there are already signs of its 
use both in the East and West. The date of its composi- 
tion was practically contemporary with that of the letter 
of Clement of Rome, and therefore a knowledge of it by 
Clement is not to be expected of him. But Hermas seems 
to be familiar with its imagery: the Church as a woman 
(Vis. i. 4); the enemy of the Church as a beast (iv. 1, 2), 
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from whose mouth fiery locusts come forth (iv. 1); the 
apostles and teachers are stones in the heavenly tower 
(iii. 3); the faithful receive crowns and white robes (Sim. 
vii. 2). And Justin definitely refers to it by name: 
‘Moreover also among us a man named John, one of the 
apostles of Christ, prophesied in a revelation made to him 
that those who have believed on our Christ shall spend 
a thousand years in Jerusalem’ (Dial. Ixxxi). And he says 


(Apol. i. 28), ‘The leader of the evil demons is called 


Serpent, and Satan, and Devil’; cf. Rev. xx.2. Where 
the book was thus received as the work of ‘one of the 
apostles of Christ’ its authority was assured, and its accep- 
tance in the West remained uninterrupted. 

In the East we learn that Papias, among others, was a 
witness to its credibility (7d @é:émicror), as stated by Andreas 
in the prologue to his commentary on the book. Anda 
quotation of Papias from Rev. xii. g is given in Cramer’s 
Catena, vili, p. 360. Irenaeus (v. xxxili. 3, 4) says that 
certain elders ‘who had seen John the disciple of the Lord’ 
(of whom ‘Papias the hearer of John’ is just afterwards 
expressly mentioned) remembered that they had heard from 
him—and then follows, in the form of teaching ascribed to 
our Lord, words expressing a materialistic chiliasm, con- 
demned by Eusebius (7. £. iii. 39), in the development of 
which the Apocalypse probably played a part. 


Note on some early Heretics 


Some of those who differed from the Catholic Fathers 
in doctrinal matters are important in the Church’s his- 
tory because they felt it necessary to appeal to apostolic 
authority for the support of their views. Some of them 
claimed a secret tradition from the apostles. And when 
the Church met this by pointing to the open and public 
tradition of its writings, they made use of the same writings, 
or such of them as suited them. But they also published 
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other works for the dissemination of their heretical ideas, 
in some cases gaining currency for them by attaching to 
them apostolic names. This led the Church writers to 
define more clearly those which early tradition had handed 
down as truly apostolic. Heretics thus gave an impetus to 
the crystallizing of the Canon, which persecution helped 
to complete. 

Simon Magus (see Acts viii. 18-24), a Samaritan Gnostic, 
exercised an influence which can be traced in the second 
century. Of the views attributed to him we have some 
account in a work called Philosophumena, written, in all 
probability, by Hippolytus, to whom a summary of them 
was available in a Simonian work named the Great Pro- 
nouncement (dmégacis). In the notices of it by Hippolytus 
there are two echoes of the language of Mav. and Luke, 
and one of John. And the value put upon apostolic 
writings is shown by the fact that the Simonians ‘ wrote 
books in the name of Christ and His disciples, and gave 
them currency’ to deceive believers (Ajost. Const. v1. 16, 1). 
—Cerinthus, an Egyptian Jew, was thought of in tradition 
as the special opponent of St. John. This probably reflects 
the fact that the Cerinthians were strongly Judaistic. 
Epiphanius (Haer. xxvili. 5) says that ‘they make use of 
the Gospel according to Matthew on account of the human 
genealogy, but part of the Gospel, not the whole’; and 
that they opposed the genealogy to the Johannine pro- 
logue. But since he confused both the Gospel according 
to the Hebrews and the Gospel of the Ebionites with Matthew, 
we cannot be sure of the facts. (On the strange ascription 
of the Fourth Gospel and the Afocalypse to Cerinthus, see 
p. 266.)—Basilides (c. 120-30) is more useful to us if the 
accounts of him are to be trusted. In a Disputation 
between Archelaus and Manes (3rd cent.), originally a 
Syriac work, it is stated that he lived ‘not long after the 
times of our apostles’; and Clement Alex., who knew his 
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writings, and Jerome place him in the reign of Hadrian. 
Origen, followed by Ambrose and Jerome, speaks of his 
‘Gospel’, which is probably to be understood in the same 
sense in which St. Paul wrote ‘my Gospel’ (Rom. ii. 16; 
cf. xvi. 25), 1.e. his presentment of Christian truth. He 
wrote éényn7iké or Expository Comments, and, according 
to Hippolytus, referred to words in Matt. ii. 1 and to some 
Pauline epistles with the formula ‘it is written’, to Lk. i. 35 
with ‘that which is written’, and to John i.9; ii. 4 with 
‘that which is said in the Gospels’, while a passage in 
I Cor. is cited as 7) ypagy. If these are genuinely the 
language of Basilides, the use of such formulas by an Alex- 
andrian heretic at so early adateis remarkable. A further 
fact about him is noteworthy. According to Clem. Alex. 
(Strom. vii. 17) he appealed to the authority of Glaucias, 
whom he claimed to be an ‘interpreter of Peter’, as Papias 
his contemporary claimed for St. Mark. Whether he 
knew the work of Papias, and tried to imitate it by a rival 
claim, we cannot say; but it is a further indication that 
for sufficient proof of Christian doctrine heretics and ortho- 
dox alike appealed to the sanction of an apostle. Simi- 
larly, Valentinus (c. 140), who propounded his views at 
Rome, thought it necessary to link himself with an apostle, 
and claimed to have listened to Theodas, who was 
acquainted with St. Paul (cded.). But Tertullian supplies 
us with an important piece of evidence. He says (De 
Praescr. Haer. 38) that ‘ Even if Valentinus appears to have 
used the whole Instrument’, and did not, like Marcion, 
mutilate Scripture, he perverted the text by verbal addi- 
tions and alterations with even greater impunity; ‘alius 
manu scripturas, alius sensus expositione intervertit’. 
‘The whole Instrument’ need not imply that Valentinus 
quoted from every book of the Canon as known to Tertul- 
lian, but it does imply that the latter thought of a definite 
Canon as being then recognized by the general agreement 
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of Christians. He could not accuse him of rejecting whole 
books as Marcion did.—Heracleon, a contemporary and 
follower of Valentinus, has an importance of his own, in 
being the earliest known New Testament commentator. 
Origen refers repeatedly to his comments on the Fourth 
Gospel. The extent of these suggests that he treated of 
the whole of John ; if so, he may perhaps have written on 
the other Gospels in the same way, but we have a comment 
on only one passage in Lk. xii quoted by Clem. Alex. 
(Strom. iv. 9). His work shows that he regarded the 
language of the Fourth Gospel as the language of the Old 
Testament was regarded ; the smallest verbal detail was 
significant, and capable of yielding hidden truth.—Ptole- 
maeus, another contemporary and follower of Valentinus, 
in a letter to an‘ honourable sister Flora’ (quoted by Epiph. 
Haer. xxxiii. 3 ff.) uses sayings of our Lord which occur 
in Matt. and in the prologue of John.—Marcion, son of a 
bishop of Sinope, came to Rome c. 140, where he soon 
afterwards left the Church, and expounded his heretical 
ideas with great ability and stormy force. C. R. Gregory 
describes him as ‘the most active and influential man, 
bearing the name of Christian, between Paul and Origen’. 
He did not aim at adding to or extending Christian truth, 
but of purifying it from the false ideas with which it had 
been overlaid, i.e. that the God and Messiah of the Old 
Testament were the God and Christ of the New. The 
God who made the world, the Demiurge, was just but not 
good—hard-hearted, cruel, and bloodthirsty ; and all Jewish, 
Old Testament notions of Him must be purged out of 
Christianity. The Third Gospel and ten of St. Paul’s 
epistles (z, 2 Tim. and Tv. being omitted) alone supplied 
him with the required material, which he revised and 
expurgated (see p, 311).—Tatian, an Assyrian who came 

" See E. A. Brooke, The Fragments of Heracleon, Texts and Studies, 
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to Rome, was converted to Christianity by Justin, but after 
his death developed Gnostic views. The tendency of the 
Gnostic ideas on the inherent evil of matter, which was 
created by the Demiurge, was either towards antino- 
mianism, or, as in Tatian’s case, towards a rigid asceti- 
cism. He returned to the East, where he became head 
(Eus. dpxnyés, Jer. patriarches) of the Encratites. On the 
speculative side he was allied to Valentinus, on the ascetic 
to Marcion. But this did not lead him to Marcion’s con- 
clusions on the Christian writings. His chief importance 
consists in the fact that he arranged a harmony of the Four 
Gospels (probably composed at Rome in Greek), known 
by the Greek title Dzatessaron, which was naturalized in 
Syriac, and also the (to us) less known Syriac title Evan- 
gelion da-Mehalleté, ‘Evangel of the Mixed ones’. This 
supports the evidence from other quarters that the Four 
were by this time a recognized group. The combination into 
One rendered it easier and less noticeable to excise those 
passages which did not suit his views. Theodoret says 
that he ‘removed the genealogies, and all the other passages 
which show that the Lord was born of David according to 
the flesh. And not only did the members of his party use 
this, but also those who followed the apostolic doctrines, 
not realizing the evil design of the composition, but quite 
simply using the book as being concise.’ This was prob- 
ably the earliest form in which the Gospel reached the 
district of which Edessa was the literary centre. A trans- 
lation of the separate Gospels (Evangelion da-Mepharreshé), 
which we call the ‘Old Syriac’, was made (about A. D. 200), 
but it does not seem to have had much vogue, and remains 
to us only in two somewhat different manuscripts (see p. 
377£.). The Diatessaron was completely put aside, first by 
Rabbula (411-35), who substituted in Edessa his own 
revision known as the Peshitta, containing the separate 
Gospels, and a rather larger Canon than had been recog- 
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nized by the Syriac-speaking peoples; and secondly, by 
Theodoret of Cyrrhus (423-57), who ‘swept up more than 
two hundred copies of it in the churches of his diocese, and 
introduced the four Gospels in their place’? 

Beside the Gospels he recognized some of St. Paul’s 
epistles. Jerome (Praef. in Tit.) says that he rejected 
some, but disagreed with Marcion and others in accepting 
Titus. 

§ 4. A.D. 170-300 


In this period the intercommunication between the 
Churches increased, one result being the growth ofa closer 
agreement as regards the canonicity of some books and the 
rejection of others. This process was helped by the mere 
lapse of time. The ‘ancients’ became regarded as more 
honourable the farther they receded into the past. No 
new letter or book had now the slightest chance of being 
treated as sacred, though it might still be read in Church 
as an important and interesting communication. Both 
facts are well illustrated in the letter of Dionysius of 
Corinth (c. 167-70) to the Romans under their bishop 
Soter, parts of which are quoted by Eusebius (ZZ. £. iv. 23): 
‘To-day, then, we passed the Lord’s Day a holy day, in 
which we read your epistle, which we shall ever hold by 
reading it for admonition, as also the one written to us 
formerly by Clement.’ ‘When the brethren asked me to 
write letters (ov a letter) I wrote. And these the apostles 
of the devil have mingled with tares, taking some things 
out and adding some things; for whom the Woe is 
appointed. It is not to be wondered at, then, if some have 
put their hand to deal deceitfully with the Dominical 
writings (rév kuptaxkév ypapdv), when they have taken 
counsel against those that are not such.’ The position as 
regards the Canon is summed up by Turner: ? 

? Wright, Syriac Literature, p. 9. 
* Journ. Theol. Stud. x, p. 25. 
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‘As a bulb germinates beneath the ground, striking root 
slowly and deeply into the earth, and only then emerges above 
the surface to shoot up suddenly into foliage and flower, so the 
real and effectual canonization of the Apostolic writings had 
been silently wrought in the inner chambers of the life of the 
Christian society before history can lay her finger upon any 
open proofs. But when once the evidence comes, it comes, in 
the last quarter of the second century, abundantly and with 
a rush.’ 
(a) THE GosPELs 
It is unnecessary to adduce further quotations from the 
Gospels. They were not only known, but by the end of 
the century had received the titles which they hold to-day: 
‘The Gospel—according to Matthew,’ &c., i.e. the one 
Gospel of Jesus Christ in so far as it is related by Matthew, 
&c. Thus the Muratorian fragment (see below) speaks ot 
‘the third book of the Gospel—according to Luke’, and, 
with a conjecturally emended text, ‘the fourth book of the 
Gospel—according to John’. All four, together with 
their discrepancies, were needed to present the Gospel. 
But there were some beside heretics who chiefly valued 
one or another. on had held the first place, as was 
natural, in Asia Minor, where Papias, perhaps, implied 
its superiority to Matt. and Wk. (see p. 59f.), Matt. in 
Antioch, Mk. in Rome, and Lé&., perhaps, in Greece. 
But there may have been, as Harnack? thinks, a compro- 
mise between the preferences arrived at, not by a harmony, 
but by including all four as authoritative. It might be 
thought that this four-fold arrangement would not be likely 
to continue, because, if the history was to be authoritative, 
differences between the accounts would detract from its 
value. The differences were too obvious to escape notice, 
and called for harmonizing expedients. Matt. and Le. had 
each been a harmonizing compilation, as we now know, 
made out of M&., Q, and other sources; why should not 
1 The Origin of the N.T. (transl. Wilkinson), p. 73. 
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the four Gospels be similarly harmonized? All difficulty 
would thus be removed by the production of one work. 
And attempts were, in fact, made in this direction. Some 
have thought that Justin shows indications of having used 
a harmony. This is uncertain; but Jerome (Zf. ad 
 Algasiam) uses language which may imply that Theophilus, 
bishop of Antioch (c. 180), compiled one and commented 
on it, and refers to a commentary ‘on the Gospel’ which 
went under his name (De vir. zl. 25). And some ten years 
earlier appeared the famous Diatessaron of Tatian, which, 
in its Syriac form (it is almost certain that Syriac was not its 
original language, p. 438), he introduced into Mesopotamia. 
The four separate Gospels were afterwards translated into 
Syriac ; but this harmony was probably the first Gospel 
writing that was there known. And yet no harmony 
permanently succeeded. In spite of the difficulties involved 
in divergences the Four retained their supremacy, partly 
because they had already been established as ‘classics’ 
each in its own region or district, and partly because the 
authors were understood to be ‘apostolic’ men, and apos- 
tolic authority was the surest shield against heresy. The 
secret traditions claimed by the Gnostics were opposed by 
the open and public traditions claimed by the Church. To 
combine the Four, therefore, into one was to lose the 
guarantee of authenticity. That which preserved the Four 
was the same principle that underlay the preservation and 
selection of the epistles. But it was not brought about by 
the authoritative action or definite decision of any one 
Church or locality, because in that case we should not 
find the Four arranged, as we do, in different orders ; e.g. 
the order commonly found in the West was Maitt., John, 
Lk., Mk.; but that in the Curetonian Syriac is, curiously, 
Matt., Mk., John, Lk., while our present order is found in 
the Sinaitic. The Gospels were four and canonical accord- 
ing to the oldest witnesses that we possess of the Old 
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Syriac and the Old Latin, to Clement in Alexandria, and 
to Irenaeus representing Rome and Gaul. For the last 
(111. xi. 8) the number Four lay in the divinely ordered 
nature of things, as the four regions of the earth, the four 
winds, and the four faces of the Cherubim with which he 
fancifully illustrates the characteristics of each Gospel. 


(6) THe Acts 


It might seem surprising that the epistles, with their 
widely different styles and subjects, and spiritual and moral 
values, should ever have come to be placed on a par with 
the words and deeds of our Lord, so that their inspiration 
and authority were thought of as on the same plane as 
those of the Gospels. But this was due to the conception 
of the Church which was afterwards represented in the 
Nicene Creed by the term ‘Apostolic’, and which finds 
expression as early as Clement of Rome (ch. xlii): ‘The 
Apostles received the Gospel for us from the Lord Jesus 
Christ ; Jesus the Christ was sent forth from God. The 
Christ, then, [is] from God, and the Apostles from Christ.’ 
In other words the Apostles are Christ as manifested in 
the succession from Him; the Church is the extension of 
the Incarnation, and the Apostles are the first stage in the 
extension. It was a working-out of the thought in such 
a passage as Matt. x. 4o, ‘ He that receiveth you receiveth 
Me’. The foundation-stones of the new Jerusalem are the 
twelve apostles of the Lamb (Rev. xxi. 14), although 
‘other foundation can no man lay than that which hath 
been laid, which is Jesus Christ’ (x Cor. ii. 11). The 
epistles of the apostle, St. Paul, had already established 
themselves, and others were beginning to emerge into 
recognition. But there was one writing, hitherto almost 
unnoticed, though written by an ‘apostolic’ man, which 
related the first stages of the Church’s growth, the first 
manifestation of Christ in the apostolic body. Though it 
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relates little of any one except St. Peter and St. Paul, yet 
it is mpdgéers rév droorédoy, or ‘the Acts of all the Apostles’ 
as the Murat. fragment has it. It thus legitimized the 
placing of epistles on the same canonical level as the 
Gospels, a place already won by St. Paul’s epistles because 
of the weight of their own intrinsic authority; and at the 
same time it constituted an independent authority for 
placing St. Paul and the other apostles on an equal foot- 
ing. So that when once the idea of a sacred Canon began 
to include the Pauline corpus, the book of the Acts, which 
helped to justify this, leapt suddenly into prominence, and 
was placed in such a position that it formed an introduction 
to the apostolic part of the Canon. The arrangement was 
not, indeed, universal or immovably fixed. Two centuries 
later, when the need for any justification was no longer 
felt, we meet with some lists in which the Acts holdsa less 
central position. But, so far as the evidence goes, it was 
very widely adopted. The importance now accorded to 
the book is illustrated by the extent to which Irenaeus 
quotes it (in Bk. III); and he says, ‘Thus Paul’s annuntia- 
tio is consonant with, and so to speak the same as, what 
Luke testifies of all the apostles’ (111. xili. 3). And it stands 
in the Murat. Canon after the Gospels; and the writer 
states that Luke related to Theophilus things which took 
place when he was himself present. In Africa Tertullian 
vigorously defended its canonicity against Marcion (c. Ware. 
v. 1,2; and cf. De Praescr. xxii. 1). In Alexandria Clement 
not infrequently cites ‘The Acts of the Apostles’ by name, 
sometimes quoting extended passages. And in the East 
an Old Syriac translation, argued by Bishop Chase,! was 
further deduced by J. Rendel Harris? from the quotations 
of Ephraem Syrus from the Acés in his Commentary on 


* The Old Syriac Element in Codex Bezae, Cambridge, 1893; The 
Syro-Latin Text of the Gospels, 1895. 
* Four Lectures on the Western Text, London, 1894. 
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the Pauline epistles, preserved in an Armenian translation, 


_ which was made generally accessible by the Mechitarists 
_ in Latin, Venice, 1893. 


(c) THE Pautine EpisT.es 
It is as unnecessary as in the case of the Gospels to 
quote instances of the use of passages. Irenaeus quotes 
from every one of the thirteen epistles except Philemon, 


: which, however, had already been accepted by Marcion, 


saved, according to Tert., by its brevity. And the language 
of Tertullian himself, and of Clement of Alexandria, is 
similarly steeped in them. 

The collection of the Pauline corpus, as has been said, 
had probably been going on independently in various 
places during the sub-apostolic period, since the epistles 
now appear in different orders. Marcion’s order, accord- 
ing to Tert., was Gal., z, 2 Cor., Rom., 1, 2 Thes., Laodt- 
cenes (= Eph.), Col., Phil., Philem. Epiph. gives the same, 
except that he transposes the last two. But the Murat. 
fragment has 2, 2 Cor., Gal., Phil., Col. 1, 2 Thes., Eph., 
Rom. And Tert. (De Resurr. Carn. 33 ff.) and Cyp. 
(Testim. esp. ili. 11) agree with it in placing Cor. first and 
Rom. last. ‘Ambrosiaster’, in the fourth century, and 
Pelagius, early in the fifth, have the order Rom., z, 2 Cor., 
Gal., Eph. Phil. 1,2 Thes., Col., Tit, 1, 2 Tim., Philem. 
At the end of the century, then, the Gospels, Acts, and 
Pauline epistles were universally established as the 
Church’s Canon, while other books were beginning to 
make their way towards being included in it. 


(dq) Tue EpisTLE To THE HEBREWS 
During the last decades of the second century this 
epistle made no advance towards canonicity, since it was 
not ascribed to St. Paul. The Murat. fragment states that 
he wrote to ‘seven Churches’, ‘ following the plan (ordinem) 
of his predecessor John’, and hence Hebrews is omitted ; 
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and the rejection of its Pauline authorship remained the 
continuous tradition of the Roman Church till the fourth 
century. ‘The custom of the Latins received it not’ 
(Jerome). Irenaeus, in one of his works known to Eusebius 
(H. E. v. 26), is said to have quoted from it, and from ‘the 
so-called Wisdom of Solomon’. And (in 11. xxx. g) he 
uses the phrase ‘by the word of His power’ (Heb. i. 3), 
referring, however, not to Christ but to God the Father. 
But though Irenaeus knew the epistle, Stephen Gobar, 
a sixth-century writer, states, according to Photius, that 
Irenaeus and Hippolytus (215-35) rejected the Pauline 
authorship. The latter, indeed, is held by some to have 
been the writer of the Murat. fragment (see below). 

The attitude of Carthage, which learnt its Christianity 
from Rome, as Tert. tells, was the same as that of Rome. 
Tertullian was a lawyer of Carthage, who after wielding 
his mordant pen in behalf of the Church, went over to 
the sect of the Montanists less than twenty years after he 
became a Christian. Converted c. 195 at the age of thirty- 
five, and living to extreme old age, he represents the 
opinion on the Canon of African Christianity during the 
first half of the third century. It is still disputed whether 
his Scriptural quotations were taken by him from the 
Greek, and turned into his own Latin, or whether he 
used a Latin translation already existent. He may, of 
course, have done both at different times. But that there 
was a Latin translation of at least the Gospels and the 
Pauline epistles seems clear from the account of the 
Scillitan martyrs, in 180 (See p. 318). But while the Acés 
and the Pauline epistles were for him the Instrumentum 
Apostolicum, Hebrews was not. After speaking of ‘the 
discipline of the apostles’ he adds, ‘ex abundantia’, 
a quotation from ‘a certain companion of the apostles’, 
i.e. Hebrews, which he assigns to Barnabas, ‘a person of 
sufficient authority, as being one whom Paul placed with 
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himself in the matter of continence: and certainly the 
Epistle of Barnabas is more widely received by the 
Churches than that apocryphal Shepherd of the adulterers.’ 
Written by a companion of the apostles it had some 
authority, but not that of the apostles themselves, and 
therefore not strictly canonical. This comparatively 
favourable verdict does not seem to have influenced 
Cyprian, a younger contemporary (baptized 246, martyred 
258), who revered Tertullian as ‘the Master’. He makes 
no allusion to the epistle, and does not consider it St. 
Paul’s, since he states, as the Murat. fragment had, that 
the apostle ‘writes to seven Churches’, the symbolism of 
the mystical number being repeated in the epistles to the 
seven Churches in the Apocalypse. 

The Church of Alexandria has not hitherto been men- 
tioned, except in connexion with the 4p. Barnabas, in 
which the allegorical treatment of the Old Testament was 
in the Alexandrian style. Its spiritual and intellectual 
development went on quietly, and apart from the Church 
as a whole. But a product of it was the Catechetical 
School which became famous under such leaders as 
Pantaenus, Clement, Origen, and Dionysius. We know 
of no written work of the first of these, but Clement, who 
succeeded him, and deeply revered him, sometimes quotes 
sayings of his. Clement of Alexandria, probably born at 
Athens, having journeyed widely in South Italy, Syria, and 
Palestine, joined the School at Alexandria, and became 
head of it just before 200. He frequently quotes Hebrews, 
and speaks of the writer as ‘the Apostle’ (Strom. vii. 1). 
According to Eusebius (17. £. vi. 14) he explicitly assigns 
it to St. Paul, but says that he wrote it to ‘the Hebrews 
in the Hebrew language’, and that St. Luke translated it 
for Greeks, which accounts for the similarity of ‘colour’ 
between it and the Acts. He refers to ‘the blessed pres- 
byter’ (probably Pantaenus) as teaching to the effect that 
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St. Paul, being the apostle of the Gentiles—the Lord 
having been sent to the Hebrews as the Apostle of the 
Almighty—in modesty, and doing honour to the Lord, 
would not describe himself as the ‘ apostle’ of the Hebrews, 
_since he need not have written to them at all. This is the 
first appearance of the acceptance of the epistle as the 
work of St. Paul, and therefore in the fullest sense 
canonical. Origen, a pupil of Clement, who followed him 
as head of the School in 203, and died, after living for 
some time at Caesarea, as a confessor in the Decian perse- 
cution in 254/5, accepted the books recognized by his 
teacher. He did not, however, follow him in attributing 
Hebrews to St. Paul. His opinion has been given on 
p. 225. After stating it he adds, ‘if any Church, then, 
holds this epistle as St. Paul’s it may be approved for 
doing so; for it was not without reason that the men of 
old time have handed it down as Paul’s. But as to who it 
was that wrote the epistle God alone knoweth the truth’ 
But he had heard both Clement of Rome and St. Luke 
spoken of as the author. On the other hand Dionysius, 
a pupil of Origen, who succeeded Heraclas as head of the 
School c. 231, and then as bishop of Alexandria c. 247, 
agreed with Clement that the epistle was the work of 
St. Paul, referring to x. 34, ‘They received with joy, like 
those to whom Paul bore witness, the spoiling of their 
goods’. 

In Asia Minor Gregory, bishop of Neo-Caesarea in 
Pontus, was a convert of Origen, and was probably taught 
by him which books were to be held sacred, and Origen 
in a letter to him uses the words of Heb. iii. 14. And 
Methodius, bishop of an obscure place called Olympus in 
Lycia (Socr. H.£. vi. 13), who opposed the doctrine of 
Origen, frequently used the epistle, though he nowhere 
ascribed it to St. Paul. In Caesarea Pamphilus, one of 
Origen’s most devoted disciples, must have accepted the 
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epistle either as St. Paul’s or, as Origen thought, Pauline 
though written by some one else. There is evidence of 
this, if a colophon is to be trusted which is attached to the 
Pauline epistles in cod. H (Paul), where Hebrews is placed 
before the Pastoral epistles, stating that the MS. (i.e., no 
doubt, an ancestor of the MS.) was ‘collated with the copy 
in the library of St. Pamphilus at Caesarea, written with 
his own hand’. 

Farther East, in the Syriac-speaking Church, it was 
accepted as the work of St. Paul. Ephraem the Syrian 
(died 373) included it in his commentary on the Pauline 
epistles. 


(e) THE Catuoric Epistles 


Rome was very slow in accepting these. The Murat. 
fragment includes only two Epistles of John, and the Epistle 
of Jude; and even these are mentioned rather as an after- 
thought, as though the writer admitted them chiefly 
because other churches had already done so. This can be 
seen from the context. After enumerating the epistles of 
St. Paul, he writes: ‘There is current also an epistle to 
the Laodicenes, and another to the Alexandrians, forged 
under the name of Paul for the heresy of Marcion, and 
many others which cannot be received into the Catholic 
Church, for gall does not suit to be mixed with honey. 
The epistle, indeed (save), of Jude, and two superscribed 
as John’s are held in the Catholic [? Church], and Wisdom 
written by the friends of Solomon in his honour.’ Possibly 
‘in Catholica’ in the last sentence should be emended to 
‘in Catholicis’, i.e. among the Catholic epistles ; but since 
the writer recognizes no others in the group known as the 
Catholic epistles, he can mean no more than the epistles 
received in the Catholic Church. ‘The two superscribed 
as John’s’ is the rendering of an emended text, that of the 
fragment being corrupt; but it is clear that the two epistles 
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are ascribed to John. The First Epistle is mentioned also 
earlier. After relating the legend of the origin of the 
Fourth Gospel the writer says, ‘What wonder is it, then, 
that John brings forward each detail with so much 
emphasis even in his epistle(s), saying of himself, What we 
have seen with our eyes, and heard with our ears, and our 
hands have handled, these things we have written’. By 
the ‘two’ epistles he must have meant the First ‘and 
Second, not the Second and the Third, for the only place 
elsewhere in which a vestige of knowledge of the Third is 
shown is Alexandria, where there was always an inclina- 
tion towards a wider and looser Canon than in Rome, 
which generally tended to be strict. Irenaeus quotes from 
both the First and the Second (see I. xvi. 3, II. xvi. 7), 
naming the writer. A knowledge of z Peter seems to have 
reached Gaul from the East before there is any sign of it 
at Rome. The letter from Vienne and Lyons alludes to 
v.6: ‘They humbled themselves under the mighty hand 
by which they are now greatly exalted’ (Eus. H. E. v. 2); 
and possibly v. 8: ‘The devil thinking that he had already 
devoured (xatamemwxévat) Biblias’ (ib. v. 1). Irenaeus 
quotes 1 Pet. i. 8 with the words ‘And Peter says in his 
epistle ’ (Iv. ix. 2); and Eus. (cbzd. v. 8) says that he quoted 
many passages from ‘the former epistle of Peter’. But 
with the possible exception of Clement (see above) there is 
no sign that z Pefer was known at Rome till the fourth 
century. Hippolytus twice has words from it, but in°one 
case it is from the heretical work The Great Announcement, 
and in the other probably from Irenaeus. 

Of James, 2 Pet., and 3 John there is no trace in Rome 
in this period. After Hippolytus no great writer appears 
there till Jerome, towards the end of the fourth century. 
The Roman Church was mainly occupied in matters of 
discipline, and her biblical knowledge was taught her by 
teachers in other lands. 
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In Carthage z Pet. was known, and soon accepted as 
canonical. Tertullian uses it sparingly. C. H. Turner! 
shows that the internal evidence of the Latin version 
suggests a different translator, and a later incorporation 
into the Canon. Tert. may have known only the Greek of 
the epistle. Cyprian speaks of ‘Peter in his epistle’ (Ad 
Martyres ix.), and evidently accepts it as canonical. rz John 
was assigned by Tert. to the same author as the Afocalypse, 
i.e. ‘John the Apostle’, these two, with the Fourth Gospel, 
comprising the ‘Instrumentum Johannis’. They were 
thus included in his Canon, while 2, 3 John were definitely 
excluded. He included also /ude, as being written by 
‘Jude the Apostle’, and cites it in order to prove the 
authority of Exoch which is quoted in it. Cyprian does not 
refer to it, but it is quoted in the contemporary tract 
(pseudo-Cypr.) Ad Novatianum (Hartel, Cypr. iii. 67). He 
speaks of ‘John in his epistle’, as though he did not 
recognize any other epistle as his. This, however, does 
not necessarily follow, since at a Council at Carthage (256) 
at which he was present, one bishop having quoted z John 
as ‘the epistle of John’, another quoted 2 /ohn (vv. tof.) as 
‘by John the Apostle in his epistle’? (cf. Origen and 
Dionysius Alex. below). In Carthage, then, z John and 
Jude were established, and z Pet. and 2 John soon came to 
be established, as canonical. As in Rome, James, 2 Pet. 
and 3 /ohn are at present outside the sacred pale. 

In Alexandria, as would be expected, there was greater 
freedom in accepting books. Clement, who accepted 
Hebrews as St. Paul’s, is stated by Eusebius (7. £. vi. 14) 
to have made comments in his Hyfotyposes (Outlines) on 
‘every canonical writing, not omitting the disputed ones, 
I mean Jude and the rest of the Catholic Epistles, also the 
Epistles of Barnabas and the Apocalypse that is called 


1 Ch. Quari., Apr. 1890, p. 157, and Journ. Theol. Stud. x. 356. 
2 Cypr. Sent. Episc. 1xxxi. 
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Peter’s’. Cassiodorus (sixth century) mentions comments 
only on 1 Pet., 2 John, and James (a mistake for Jude). 
But Photius (ninth century) described the Outlines as con- 
sisting of ‘interpretations of Genesis, Exodus, the Psalms, 
the Epistles of St. Paul, the Catholic Epistles, and Eccle- 
siasticus ’. 

But while James, 2 Peter, and 3 John were not in 
Clement’s Canon, other books beside £~. Barnabas and 
Apoc. Peter still hung on the borders of the Alexandrian 
Bible, i.e. the Epzstle of Clement and the Shepherd of 
Hermas. He calls the former ‘the Apostle’ (Strom. iv. 17), 
identifying him, as has been said, with his namesake of 
Phil. iv.3; and the latter also ‘the Apostle’ (ii. 6), and ‘the 
apostolic Barnabas, who was of the Seventy and a fellow- 
worker of Paul’ (ii. 20). These identifications gave to 
these writings in Alexandria an apostolic prestige without 
which it had become impossible for any books in this 
period to be considered sacred. 

Origen shows an advance in that james, 2 Peter, and 
3 John definitely come into sight. He once uses language 
(tn Matt. tom. xvii. 30) which seems to imply that Jude had 
only a secondary authority, but he quotes it frequently and 
ascribes it to the Lord’s brother (zd. x. 17). In the same 
passage he says much of St. James, but does not say that 
he wrote an epistle ; elsewhere, however (7 Joan. tom. xix. 
6), he quotes Jam. ii. 20 with the words, ‘as we read in the 
epistle current as James’s’, which hardly suggests that it 
had a high value for him. In the portions extant only in 
Latin he quotes it, speaking of the author as ‘the Apostle’, — 
and once as ‘the Lord’s brother’ (7 Rom. tom. iv. 8), but 
that may be due to the translator. He mentions ‘the 
Catholic Epistle by Peter’ (Se/ecta in Ps. Lomm. xi. 420) and 
‘the Epistle by John’ (72 Matt. tom. xv. 31), as though he 


* Compare the curious mention in the Murat. fragment of Wisdom 
between the Epistles of John and the Apocalypses of John and Peter. 
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recognized no others ascribed to them. (See, however, the 
same usage in Cyprian and Dionysius.) But he knew 
them, for he says, ‘Peter has left behind one epistle 
generally acknowledged ; perhaps also a second, for it is a 
disputed question’ (af. Eus. H. £. vi. 25). In the Latin 
version, again, 2 Pet. is quoted more than once with the 
formula ‘ Peter said’ (e. g. 7 Lev. iv. 4), and ‘ As Scripture 
says in a certain place’ (¢ Num. xiii. 8). And after 
speaking of St. John as the author of the Gospel and 
Apocalypse he writes, ‘He has left also one Epistle of 
very few lines ; it may be also a second and a third, for all 
do not hold these to be genuine ; but both together do not 
extend to more than a hundred lines’ (ap. Eus. H. E. vi. 
25). Origen, therefore, was inclined to extend his Canon 
to all our present books, but with doubts about /ames, 
2 Peter, and 2, 3 John. 

Too little of Dionysius has reached us to give clear 
evidence as to the Alexandrian Canon. Beside z John, 
which he quotes, he appears to have accepted 2, 3 John as 
the work of the apostle, the author of the Fourth Gospel 
and the First Epistle. He points out, in contrast with the 
Apocalypse, that in neither of the latter, ‘nor in the current 
Second and Third of John, although short epistles, does 
John appear by name, but “the Presbyter” is written 
anonymously’ (ap. Eus. 7. £. vii. 25). In the same con- 
text, indeed, he speaks of the First Epistle more than once 
as ‘the Epistle’, ‘the Catholic Epistle’, as though there 
were only one by that author. But that usage has already 
been noted in Origen and Cyprian. He makes one quota- 
tion from james, but does not mention z, 2 Peter or J/udein 
the fragments that we possess. 

From the East there is practically no direct evidence. 
Theophilus of Antioch perhaps echoes 1 Pet. 1. 18 and iv.3 
in using the expressions 7Advn marporapadérns and dOéuiros 
eldwroratpia. (Ad Autol. ii. 34.) And possibly 2 Pet. 1. 21, 


342 GROWTH OF THE NEW TESTAMENT CANON — 


when he speaks of ‘the men of God being mvevpardpopor 
of the Holy Spirit, and Prophets’ (7d. li. 9). ii. 13 is also 
cited: ‘His word, appearing like a lamp in a confined 
place house’ ; but this is not very similar either to 2 Pet. 1. 
19 or to 4 Esdr. xii. 42, from which the latter is borrowed. 
In Asia Minor Apollonius accuses a Montanist named 
Themison of venturing ‘in imitation of the Apostle to com- 
pose a Catholic Epistle’ (ag. Eus. H. E. v. 18), a reference 
apparently to z John. Gregory Thaumaturgus, bishop of 
Neo-Caesarea in Pontus, was a convert of Origen, and had 
probably, therefore, been instructed by him as to the 
books to be held sacred. Origen, in writing to him, quotes 
from Heb. iii. 14, and he himself, according to a catena 
(ap. Ghisler. Comm. in Jerem.i, p. 181),) is credited with 
words which recall Jas. i.17: ‘For it is clear that every 
perfect good comes from God. And Pamphilus of 
Caesarea, an ardent admirer of Origen, must have known, 
and probably accepted, his Canon. Two cursive MSS. of 
the Acts and Catholic epistles (see p. 386 f.) have a colophon 
stating in each case that it was collated (which means that 
an ancestor was collated) with the copies of Pamphilus at 
Caesarea, which implies that, if Pamphilus did not copy 
them himself, he at least knew the Catholic epistles as 
a definite collection. On the other hand, in the Syriac- 
speaking district of which Edessa was the centre, the 
Catholic epistles were not for a long time included in the 
Canon (see the Doctrine of Addai quoted on p. 318). 


(f) THe ApocaLyPsE OF JOHN 
We have seen that as early as Justin this book was 
established at Rome as the work of an apostle. And this 
opinion of it did not vary in the West. The letter from 
Vienne and Lyons quotes it three times, once with the 
formula ‘that the Scripture might be fulfilled’. Irenaeus 


1 This reference is taken from Westcott. 
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uses it frequently as the work of John who was ‘a disciple 
of the Lord’, and whom he identifies -with the disciple 
whom Jesus loved. He refers to its date ‘not long ago, 
but almost in our own time, at the end of Domitian’s 
reign’ (v. xxx. 3; Eus. H. £. iii. 18). In the Murat. frag- 
ment it is said, ‘The apocalypses of John and Peter alone 
we receive, which latter some of our number will not have 
read in the Church’ (see p. 347). And Hippolytus is said 
to have written a commentary on it which he ascribed to 
the apostle John. 

In Carthage Tertullian recognized it as the work of ‘ John 
the apostle’, and, as has been said, the Fourth Gospel and 
1 John, with the Afoc., comprised for him the Instrumentum 
Johannis. Cyprian constantly used it as Scripture, 
though he nowhere ascribes it to the apostle John. And 
Lactantius, at the end of the century, refers to it by name. 

In Alexandria it was no less strongly established as 
canonical. Clement frequently quotes it, assigning it to 
the apostle John. Origen states (af. Eus. H. E. vi. 25) that 
John, who lay on the breast of Jesus, and who left a 
Gospel, ‘wrote also the Apocalypse, having been com- 
manded to keep silence and not to write the voices of the 
seven thunders’. 

But criticism began to make itself heard. Dionysius 
broke away from the opinion of Clement and Origen, 
though his view found no endorsement, so far as we know, 
from subsequent Alexandrian writers. Portions of his 
words, as given by Eusebius (H. £. vii. 25) are here trans- 
lated. Their significance for our present purpose lies, not 
so much in the nature of the criticisms as in the fact that 
a learned teacher of the third century was wide-minded 
enough to accept the book as canonical, as Origen had 
accepted Hebrews, while denying its apostolic authorship. 
John of Ephesus, who was not the son of Zebedee, was 
for Dionysius only one who had lived in touch with the 
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apostolic age. He points out that neither in the Gospel _ 
nor in any of the three epistles is John named, while the 
writer of the Afoc, names himself four times. On the 
other hand, he never says of himself, as is frequently said 
in the Gospel, ‘the disciple loved by the Lord’, nor ‘he 
that lay on his breast’, nor ‘the brother of James’, nor that 
he was an eyewitness and hearer of the Lord. There were 
many Christians called after the apostle (as there were after 
Paul and Peter)—John Mark, for instance. He thinks, 
however, that the author was some other John in Asia, and 
mentions the report that there were two tombs of Johns 
at Ephesus. This is followed by a discussion first of 
the subject-matter, and then of the style and vocabulary: 
‘And from the thoughts too, and from the words and their 
arrangement, this writer may reasonably be supposed to 
be different from the other. For the Gospel and Epistle 
agree with one another, and begin in a similar manner. 
The one says, “ In the beginning was the Word ”, the other 
“That which was from the beginning”. The one says, 
‘And the Word became Flesh... &c.”, the other the same 
a little varied, ‘‘ That which we have heard... &c.” These 
things he puts as a preface, in strenuous opposition (as he 
shows in what follows) to those who say that the Lord has 
not come in the flesh; wherefore also he carefully adds, 
‘““And that which we have seen we witness, and declare 
unto you the eternal Life, &c.” He is consistent with him- 
self, and does not depart from his purposes, but goes 
through everything with the same headings and names, 
some of which we will mention briefly.’ After enumerat- 
ing them, Dionysius proceeds: ‘In short, when we note 
all their characteristics it is obvious that the complexion of 
the Gospel and Epistle is the same. But the Apocalypse 
is quite different from these, neither touching nor bordering 
on any of them, scarcely having even a syllable, so to speak, 
in common with them. Nay more, neither has the Epistle 
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(for I let alone the Gospel) any remembrance or thought of 
the Apocalypse, nor the Apocalypse of the Epistle, while 
Paul by his Epistles gave some hint of his revelations which 
he did not severally insert. Further, by the diction one 
can judge the difference of the Gospel and the Epistle from 
the Apocalypse. For the former are written not only cor- 
rectly as regards the Greek, but very elegantly in their 
wording, their reasonings, and the arrangements of their 
explanations ; one is far from finding in them a barbarous 
word or solecism, or any vulgarism at all. For he had, it 
seems [the power of delivering] the message in either form, 
the Lord having given him both—that of knowledge and 
that of expression. That the other saw a revelation, and 
received knowledge and prophecy, I will not gainsay. I 
see, however, that his dialect and language are not accu- 
rately Greek, but that he uses barbarous vulgarisms, and 
in some places actual solecisms. It is not necessary to pick 
these out now, for it is not in mockery that I have made 
these remarks—let none think it—but only to draw out the 
dissimilarity of the writings.’ Scholarship and tradition 
are here complementary influences; the latter made him 
think of the author as ‘a holy and inspired man’, but it was 
not the apostle. 

In the East there is not much evidence in this period. 
In Syria, Theophilus of Antioch quoted it (Eus. H. £. iv. 
24), and Pamphilus of Caesarea, if his Apology for Origen 
is to be trusted, referred to it as the work of St. John. 
This, however, may be due to Eusebius, who was respon- 
sible for the completion of the work. In Asia Minor, 
Apollonius (according to Eus. 17. £. v. 18) ‘used passages 
from the Apocalypse of John’. It was natural that he 
should oppose the claims of the Montanists, against whom 
he wrote, by the ‘apostolic’ book of revelation. And 
Methodius, bishop of Olympus in Lycia at the end of the 
century, quoted from it, naming the author ‘the blessed 
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John’; and Andreas mentions him, with Papias, Irenaeus, 
and Hippolytus, as a witness to its divine inspiration. But 
a reaction was beginning in the East. ‘The rise of Greek 
scholarship during the “long peace” after Severus (a. D.211- 
249) made men more conscious of the critical difficulties 
of common authorship of Apocalypse and Gospel. The 
slackening of persecution set free the natural recoil of the 
Hellenic spirit against the apparent materialism with which 
the rewards of the blessed and the glories of the heavenly 
Jerusalem are portrayed.’! The effects of this reaction are 
seen in the next period. 


Note on the Muratorian Fragment on the Canon 


The Latin fragment first published by Muratori in 1740 
is an important piece of evidence with regard to the 
Western Canon. It seems to be part of a longer treatise 
which contained more than the writer’s judgment on the 
Canon, since he says that he must deal separately with 
the epistles to the Corinthians, Galatians, and Romans, 
i.e. no doubt in the portion lost to us. It was probably 
written at Rome, and many think that it was originally 
written in Greek. Whether Latin-speaking Christians at 
Rome were numerous enough at that time to need a Latin 
translation, or whether it was translated for, or in, some 
other place, is not known. ‘The manuscript in which it has 
been preserved, together with several other pieces of 
patristic writing, was written by a careless and illiterate 
scribe of the seventh or eighth century, and some of its 
sentences, which are corrupt, have received a variety of 
interpretations. The writer evidently made some state- 
ment about Matthew and Mark, the fragment beginning 
with six words which presumably refer to the latter. He 
goes on to speak about Lwke as the third book of the 
Gospel, and then relates a story about how St. John came 


? Turner, op. cit. x. 372. 
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to write his Gospel. His views on the other books of his 
Canon have already been noted. On the Shepherd, he 
writes, ‘Hermas wrote the Shepherd quite recently in our 
own times, while Bishop Pius his brother occupied the 
Chair of the Church of the city of Rome’; and, therefore, 
he is of opinion that, while it ought to be read, it ought 
not to be published, either among the prophets or the 
apostles for ever (which seems to mean either among the 
Apocalypses, two of which he has just named, or among 
the Apostolic epistles). In the concluding clauses of the 
fragment, which are corrupt, he repudiates certain Gnostic 
writings. 

Harnack ! holds that the tone of the writing is that of an 
authoritative utterance, independent of the views of others, 
delivered by one who felt himself in a position to state the 
use of his own Church (or the majority of its members) as 
a norm for other Churches: There are two forged letters 
of Paul, ‘and many others which cannot be received into the 
Catholic Church’, ‘The Apocalypses of John and Peter 
only we receive’. The work of Hermas ‘ ought to be read, 
but cannot be published’. The writings of the Gnostics, 
Arsinous, &c., ‘ we do not receive atall’. ‘We’ and ‘the 
Church’ and ‘the Catholic Church’ are treated as synony- 
mous, implying that the whole Catholic Church ought to 
follow our example. 

Salmon? and Lightfoot * argue for Hippolytus as the 
author. Harnack suggests Victor (bishop of Rome 189-199), 
or less probably Zephyrinus (199-217), or some one under 
his authorization. If it was the work of a bishop of Rome, 
it must have had a wide effect in the West. And the 


1 The Origin of the N.T. (transl. Wilkinson), pp. 106-8. In the 
Zeitschrift n.T. Wissenschaft, he gives the reasons offered by Lightfoot 
and others for a Greek original, and controverts them, 

2 Introd. to the N.T., p. 122. 

3 Clement, vol. ii, pp. 411 ff. 
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principle on which it is constructed is evidently that of 
confining the Canon to books which could claim ‘apostolic’ — 
authority. But it was not by any means a final judgment 
on the Canon. 


§5. The Fourth Century 


The Gospels had long formed, in every part of the 
Church, an immutable quartet, and St. Paul’s epistles 
were a definite corpus, consisting of either thirteen or four- 
teen according as Hebrews was excluded or not. 

At the opening of the fourth century a new impetus was 
given to the demarcation of sacred books by the persecu- 
tion of Diocletian. These books were now so closely 
bound up with the life of the Church that he hoped to 
ruin her by destroying them. His first edict was to the 
effect that the churches should be razed to the ground 
and the writings destroyed by fire (Eus. H. £. viii. 2). The 
phrase officially used to describe the latter seems to have 
been ‘the Writings of the Law’ (scripturae legis), which 
implies a fairly definite collection. But the fact that some 
writings which were read here and there in Church did not 
occupy the same s/atus as the bulk of the collection made 
it possible for some Christians to surrender certain books 
to the Roman officials which satisfied their demands. 
Others, however, viewed this as a traitorous subterfuge, 
and the violent opposition of the strict party to those whom 
they considered ‘ traditores’ developed into the long-drawn- 
out Donatist controversy. An effect of the persecution is 
seen in the fact that we now begin to meet more fre- 
quently with lists of sacred books. Marcion, indeed, had 
made his own list, by which he expressed his conception of 
the impassable chasm between Christianity and Judaism. 
The author of the Muratorian list had delivered the judg- 
ment of his Church. But the judgment of particular 
Churches can now be seen with increasing clearness. 
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As to any development of the Roman Canon we have 
no evidence for three-quarters of a century, but no doubt 
the ‘ecclesia principalis’ continued to learn from her 
visitors, as she had in earlier years. In 382 a Council was 
held at Rome, which issued a list of canonical books.! It 
was held under the presidency of Damasus the bishop, and 
Jerome, to whom the compilation of the list was probably 


_ due, attended it, having just come to Rome. Its contents 
- were identical with those of our New Testament, the books 


being named in the following order: Gospels, fourteen 
Pauline epistles (Hebrews placed last), Apocalypse, Acis, 


seven ‘epistulae canonicae’. The last were z, 2 Peter, 


James, t John (‘apostoli’), 2, 3 John (‘alterius Johannis 
presbyteri’), /ude. 

This list expressed the mind of the great scholar who 
revised the Latin New Testament. Sophronius Eusebius 
Hieronymus (Jerome), a native of Stridon on the border 
between Dalmatia and Pannonia, had travelled far and 
read widely. While accepting all the books of our Eng- 
lish Bible, he knew of others which were to be ‘placed 
among the apocryphal writings’, which included the Shef- 
herd with Wisdom, Strach, Judith, Tobit, and 1, 2 Maccabees, 
and was well acquainted with the doubts entertained in 
regard to Hebrews, the Catholic epistles, and the Afoca- 
lypse. On these he writes as follows: 

On Hebrews and the Apoc. ‘Paul the apostle writes to 
seven Churches, for an eighth to the Hebrews is put by 
many outside the number’ (Zp. ad Paulinum). This shows 
a leaning against the Pauline authorship. But twenty 
years later, in Ep. ad Dardanum (no. 129) he speaks of it 
as ‘received not only by the Churches of the East, but by 
all Church writers of the Greek language in previoustimes 
as [the work] of Paul the Apostle, though many judge it to 


1 The text is given by Turner, Journ. Theol. Stud., 1900, pp. 554 ff. 


350 GROWTH OF THE NEW TESTAMENT CANON 


be [the work] of Barnabas or Clement. And it does not | 


matter whose it is since it is [the work] of a Churchman, 
and is daily employed in the reading of the Churches.’ 
He recognizes that ‘the custom of the Latins received it 
not’, but neither for that matter (as he points out) do the 
Greek Churches receive the Afocalypse. ‘Nevertheless 
we receive both, by no means following a custom of the 
present time only, but the authority of ancient writers, who 
for the most part quote passages from each of them, not 
as they are accustomed to do sometimes from the apocry- 
phal writings, and even very occasionally use passages 
from pagan literature, but as canonical and churchly.’ 

On James. ‘James who is called the Lord’s brother... 
wrote only one Epistle .. . which is asserted to have been 
published by someone else under his name, though it 
gradually in process of time acquired authority’ (De wir. 
all. 2). 

On 2 Peter. ‘[Peter] wrote two Epistles, which are 
named Catholic, the second of which is denied by many to 
be his because of its difference from the former in style’ 
(2b. r). He himself explains the difference by supposing 
that St. Peter had two interpreters (Ep. ad Hedibiam ; 
no. 120). 

On Epp. John. ‘{John] wrote one Epistle... which is 
approved by all Churchmen and learned men; the other 
two are asserted to be [the work] of John the presbyter’ 
(De vir. ill. 9). 

On Jude. ‘Jude the brother of James left a small 
Epistle which is one of the seven Catholic Epistles. And 
because he inserts in it a passage from the book of Enoch, 
which is apocryphal, it is rejected by many. Yet by age 
and use it has now deserved authority, and is reckoned 
among the sacred Scriptures’ (2. 4). 

These passages excellently illustrate the method by 
which the disputed books found their way into the Canon. 
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Noauthority ofa General Council ever pronounced them 
Scripture ; but they were written by Churchmen, and used 
by Churchmen, and gradually acquired, and deserved, 
authority, whoever their authors may have been. 

Jerome’s Latin Bible, the ‘ Vulgate’, played a large part 
in moulding the Canon in the West; and it is due to him 
that our New Testament contains what it does. As 
regards the New Testament he was supported by Augus- 
tine,’ who contributed still further to the establishment of 
our Canon. 

In Africa there are signs which appear to indicate a con- 
flict of opinion, some moving towards a wider Canon than 
in the last century, while more conservative minds refused. 
A Latin MS. which goes by the name of Mommsen, who 
found it, contains a list of the books of the Old and New 
Testaments. In the latter the following words occur : 


eplae Johannis III tr CCCCL 
una sola 
eplae Petri II ver CCC 
una sola 
i.e. ‘Three epistles of John [containing] 450 verses 
one only 
Two epistles of Peter [containing] 300 verses 
one only’. 


The writer appears to have been of reactionary opinions, 
for he omits Hebrews and Jude as well as James. As to 
2, 3 John and 2 Peter the explanation is probably this: he 
copied the first and third lines from some earlier list, and 


1 In the Old Testament Augustine included without reservation 
Tobit, Judith, Esther (including the Greek additions), 1, 2 Maccabees, 
Wisdom, Ecclesiasticus. Jerome, on the other hand, followed Hebrew 
tradition, excluding from the Canon the Greek works which we know 
as the Apocrypha. He has been followed by the Anglican and the 
Free Churches, while the Roman and Eastern Churches retain the 
Canon of Augustine, following the early Christian tradition. 
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in doing so could not separate 2, 3 John from z John, and 
2 Peter from 1 Peter, because they were bound to them by 
the enumeration of verses; but he expressed his own 
opinion that they were uncanonical by adding, with un- 
shaken conviction, that there was ‘one only’ by John and 
Peter. Harnack’s suggestion is very improbable—that the 
second line refers to James, and the fourth to Jude. The 
word ‘sola’ would be quite superfluous, and the names 
could not have been omitted. 

But the reactionary spirit could not win the day against 
the general trend of opinion. Jerome, by influencing 
Augustine, influenced the African Church. In 397 was 
held the third Council of Carthage, at which Augustine was 
present. The 39th canon names the books of Scripture, 
stating that ‘It was resolved that beyond the canonical 
Scriptures nothing be read in the Church under the name 
of Divine Scriptures’, an exception, however, being made 
for the reading of the Passions of the Martyrs on their 
anniversaries. The New Testament Canon is the same as 
our own, the order being: Gospels, Acs, thirteen epistles 
of St. Paul, ‘one to the Hebrews by the same name’, 
1, 2 Peter, 1, 2, 3 John, James, Jude, Apocalypse. A note 
was added later, probably when the canons of the several 
Carthaginian councils were codified: ‘Let this also be 
notified to our brother and fellow-priest Boniface [bishop 
of Rome, 418], or to other Bishops of those parts, for the 
confirming of this Canon, because we have received from 
the Fathers that these are to be read in the Church.’ 

Augustine, bishop of Hippo in Africa (395-430), supported 
Jerome, as has been said, in respect of the New Testament. 
He gives our present list of books (De Doctr. Christ. ii. 12) 
in the order: Gospels, fourteen epistles of St. Paul 
(Hebrews last), z, 2 Peter, 1, 2, 3 John, Jude, James, Acts, 
Apocalypse. But though he includes Hebrews among 
St. Paul’s epistles, he elsewhere pointedly refrains from 
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quoting it as his. And he exercises a critical judgment, 
recognizing that some books are received on weightier 
authority than others : 


‘Among the canonical Scriptures let him [the Christian 
reader | follow the authority ofthe majority of Catholic Churches, 
among which, of course, are those which have been worthy of 
having apostolic sees and receiving Epistles. He will hold, 
therefore, this measure in the canonical Scriptures, that he will 
prefer those which have been received by all Catholic Churches 
to those which some of them do not receive ; and among those, 
moreover, which are not received by all, that he prefer those 
which the more numerous and the weightier Churches receive 
to those which the fewer and less authoritative hold. But if he 
find some held by the more numerous, and some held by the 
more weighty, though he will not find this easily, I think that 
they ought to be held of equal authority.’ 


In Alexandria, fifteen years before the Council at Rome 
under Damasus, the great Bishop Athanasius shows us 
that the Canon in Egypt had arrived at the same condition 
of completeness as at Rome. He returned to his see after 
his fifth banishment, and in the next year (367) wrote as 
usual a Festal Epistle, his 39th, of which fragments re- 
main. In it he gives a list of canonical books, identical 
with our New Testament, but in the following order: 
Gospels, Acts, seven Catholic Epistles (of James, Peter, 
John, Jude), fourteen Epistles of St. Paul, and the Afocalypse. 
This follows a list of the Hebrew Old Testament Canon, 
with the addition of zr Esdras, Baruch, and the Epzstle of 
Jeremiah, and the omission of Esther. These are ‘fountains 
of salvation’. No one must add to them or take away 
from them. Other books, which he appends merely ‘ for 
the sake of greater accuracy’, he rates lower than Eusebius 
was prepared to do (see below). One class contains the 
Wisdom of Solomon, Wisdom of Sirach, Esther, Judith, and 
Tobit, and among Christian writings the Zeaching of the 
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Apostles and the Shepherd. These are ‘not canonized, but 
authorized by the Fathers as of a kind fit to be read to 
catechumens’. Another class consists of ‘apocryphal 
books’, which he leaves unnamed, written by heretics and 
falsely represented as ancient to deceive the simple. He 
gives no hint of any official action of synods. The Canon 
of the New Testament had made itself, and for Athanasius 
was complete and sharply defined; and this in spite of 
the greater latitude characteristic of Alexandria in earlier 
days. 

His opinion, however, did not prevent Didymus, the 
blind head of the catechetical School, who died some 
twenty years later than Athanasius, from expressing the 
doubts that were still felt about 2 Peter. He wrote, in- 
deed, a commentary on the seven Catholic epistles, but 
said (according to the Latin translation), ‘It should be 
known, therefore, that this Epistle esse falsatam, which, 
though publicly read, is not in the Canon’. The Latin 
words probably represent voOevera: (as Eusebius said of 
James), i.e. ‘held by some to be spurious’. 

In the East the progress of the Canon went on more 
slowly in some parts than in others. Palestine and Asia 
Minor were in advance of Antioch and the Syriac-speaking 
Edessa. The fullest and most interesting treatment of the 
books is that by Eusebius, bishop of Caesarea (c. 313-30), 
who, with Pamphilus, was an ardent admirer of Origen, and 
shows the influence of his wide-mindedness. The following 
passages should be studied: (a) H. £. ii. 23 (martyrdom of 
James, ad. fin.); (b) ii. 3 (concerning the epistles of the 
apostles) ; (c) ill. 24 (concerning the order of the Gospels) ; 
(d) ii. 25 (concerning the acknowledged Divine Scriptures 
and those that are not such). It is unnecessary to give 
them here in full. They will be found translated in 
Lawlor and Oulton’s?! edition of the H.£.; and see 

’ Lecturer on the Bible in the University of Dublin. 
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Westcott, The Canon of the N.T., pp. 415-20, or Gregory, 
The Canon and Text of the N.T., pp. 257-62. (a) The first 
passage speaks of ‘the seven Epistles called Catholic’, 
implying that they were widely recognized as forming 
a distinct group; but some, it is said, regard James as 
spurious (voOeverat) ; neither it nor Jude was often men- 
tioned by the ancients, but both are publicly read with the 
others in many Churches. (6) In iii. 3 it is said, ‘Of Paul 
the fourteen Epistles are clear and manifest’, though some 
rejected Hebrews because the Roman Church counted it 
disputed. This givesanotherdefinite group. Eusebius says 
that the Acts of Paul had not reached him in the Chris- 
tian tradition as indisputable. Of the numerous Petrine 
writings he speaks of z Peter only with a certain voice ; it 
was frequently used by the presbyters (or ancients) of old 
as indisputable. 2 Pefer (‘that which was current as his 
second’) had not reached him as part of the Testament 
(€yd.éOnxkov, canonical), but many found it useful and read 
it diligently with the other Scriptures. On the other hand 
neither in his own time nor earlier had Church writers 
made use of passages from the work entitled Acts of Peter, 
the Gosfel named after him, that which is called his 
Preaching (kijpvypa), and his so-called Apocalypse; they 
had not been handed down in the collection of Catholic 
books.  (c) In iii. 24 he deals at some length with the four 
Gospels. Of writings other than the Fourth Gospel 
t John had been acknowledged, in his own time and in the 
past, as indisputable, but 2, 3 /ohn were disputed, and 
regarding the Afocalypse opinions still differed. (d) In ii. 
25 is his actual catalogue in which he proceeds ‘to sum up 
the writings of the New Testament already mentioned’. 
These he distinguishes, as he says, into (1) the writings 
which, according to ecclesiastical tradition, are true and 
genuine and thoroughly acknowledged: the Four Gospels, 
Acts, epistles of Paul, z John, 1 Peter, and (‘if it should 
Aa2 


356 GROWTH OF THE NEW TESTAMENT CANON 


possibly appear right’) the Afocalypse; and (2) others 
which are ‘not part of the Testament but disputed, but 
nevertheless acknowledged by most of the Church writers’. 
This second division is subdivided. In his words just 
given the whole division consists of ‘disputed’ books, but 
in the actual subdivisions they are (i) disputed, (11) spurious 
(vé601). The former are james (‘current under the name 
of James’), Jude, 2 Peter, and those named 2, 3 John 
(‘whether belonging to the Evangelist or perhaps to 
another of the same name’). The latter are the Acés 
of Paul (which he distinguishes from other Acts of the 
several apostles by naming it and leaving the others 
unmentioned till the end), the book named the Shepherd, 
and the Afocalypse of Peter; further, the epistle current as 
that of Barnabas, and the Teaching of the Apostles. ‘And, 
moreover, as I said, the Apocalypse of John, if that appears 
right, which some, as I said, reject; while others reckon 
it among the acknowledged books.’ Finally, some include 
among ‘these’ (i.e. probably the spurious books) the 
Gospel according to the Hebrews. 

Thus he shows that he had himself no doubt about 
Hebrews. It was in the fullest sense canonical because its 
author was St. Paul; its value was belittled by those who 
denied that. But as to the authorship, and therefore the 
value, of the Apocalypse he was far from certain. J/it was 
by the evangelist St. John («? ye davedn), it must stand in 
the first class ; if not (to which, influenced by the Eastern 
opinion of his day, he seems slightly to incline—e/ davecn), 
it must take a low place. To these two classes he appends 
a third, i.e. heretical, pseudonymous works which no one 
in the succession of Church writers has ever deigned to 
quote, at variance with the apostolic e¢hos, unorthodox, and 
forgeries, not to be classed even as spurious, but avoided 
as monstrous and impious. These are the writings pur- 
porting to contain a Gospel of Peter, Thomas, or Matthew, 
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and also the Acts of Andrew, John, and the other 
apostles. 

Eusebius thus recognized, as many scholars have done 
since, different degrees of canonicity : 


Class I. Gospels, Acés, epistles of St. Paul (including 
Hebrews), 1 Peter, r John, ? Apocalypse. 
Class II. (a) James, Jude, 2 Peter, 2, 3 John. 
(0) Acts of Paul, Shepherd, Apocalypse of 
Peter, Barnabas, the Teaching, ? Apo- 
calypse. 


Near Caesarea was Jerusalem, of which Cyril was 
bishop. Soon after his consecration, just before 350, he 
delivered catechetical lectures, in one of which he gave 
a list of the canonical books of the Old and New Testa- 
ments. He excluded the Apocalypse, but otherwise his 
list is identical with ours (with the addition of Baruch and 
Lp. Jeremiah). After mentioning the Four Gospels he 
says, ‘but the rest are pseudepigrapha and harmful’; the 
Manichaeans also wrote a Gospel ‘according to Thomas’. 
At the end of the list he writes, ‘And let all the rest lie 
(outside) in the second rank’. But Epiphanius, bishop of 
Constantia (Salamis) in Cyprus, a countryman of Cyril, 
received at the end of the century the whole of our 
Canon including the Afocalypse. 

In Asia Minor exactly the same New Testament Canon 
as Cyril’s is found in some metrical lines of Gregory, bishop 
of Nazianzus in Cappadocia (372-89), ending with the words, 
“Thou hast all. If any is outside these, it is not among 
the genuine ones’. The Afocalypse, therefore, was un- 
canonical ; but this did not prevent him from alluding to it 
with the remark ‘as John teaches me by the Apocalypse’. 
On the other hand Basil, bishop of Caesarea in Cappadocia, 
his contemporary, and Gregory, bishop of Nyssa, Basil’s 
brother, both refer to the Apocalypse as the work of the 
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evangelist St. John, but the use of it by all three is very 
sparing. Another contemporary, Amphilochius, bishop of 
Iconium, wrote iambic lines, Jambi ad Seleucum, warning 
the reader against spurious books and giving a list of the 
‘inspired books’ of the Old and New Testaments. After 
enumerating the Four Gospels, Acts, and fourteen epistles 
of St. Paul he writes: ‘Some say that that to the Hebrews 
is spurious, not speaking well, for its grace is genuine. 
Let be. What remains? Of the Catholic Epistles some 
say that seven, others that only three, ought to be 
received, one of James, one of Peter, and one of John. 
And some receive the three [of John] and the two of 
Peter beside them, and that of Jude the seventh. And 
the Apocalypse of John, again, some include, but still the: 
majority say that itis spurious.’ Here is our full Canon, 
but with the recognition that there is difference of opinion 
on all the disputed books, especially the Apocalypse. At 
about the same time all our books except the Apocalypse 
are named by an unknown writer or scribe, as an addition 
to the last canon of the Council of Laodicea, a small 
gathering of clergy from parts of Lydia and Phrygia, held 
in 363.1 It was not till the close of the next century that 
the Afocalypse was fully recognized in Asia Minor. 
Andreas, bishop of Basil’s see of Caesarea in Cappadocia, 
wrote a commentary on it, and even he felt obliged to 
adduce previous testimonies to its inspiration, those of 
Papias, Irenaeus, Methodius, and Gregory of Nazianzus. 
And Arethas after him also wrote a commentary on it, 
with a similar defence. 

Further East, however, the history of the Canon was 
very different. In the Syriac-speaking churches, till early 
in the fifth century, no advance was made on the primitive 
Canon—Gospels, Acts, and Pauline epistles (see Doctrine 
of Addai, quoted on p. 318). But the Syriac version known 

* See Westcott, Zhe Canon of the N.T., pp. 432-9. 
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as the Peshitta omitted from our New Testament books 
only 2 Peter, 2, 3 John, Jude, and the Apocalypse. This 
was the work of Rabbula, who was bishop of Edessa from 
411 till his death in 435, and organized and regulated the 
Syriac-speaking churches. The great probability of this 
origin of the Peshitta, as against the much earlier date 
which used to be assigned to it, is demonstrated by 
Burkitt,! who shows that before Rabbula there is no trace 
of the Peshitta in Syriac writings, and hardly a trace of 
any other writings after him. His Canon was that of 
Antioch at that date, as his text reflected the current text 
of Antioch-Constantinople. The Canon of Antioch is 
indicated by the writings of Chrysostom, its bishop at the 
close of the fourth century, and Theodoret, bishop of 
Cyrrhus in Syria (423-57), who nowhere quote the books 
which the Peshitta omitted. And Constantinople inherited 
the same tradition, the Synopsis scripturae sacrae, found 
among the works of Chrysostom, omitting the same books. 
They were still omitted from the catalogue of Ebed-jesu, 
a Nestorian bishop at the beginning of the fourteenth 
century ; and to this day they have formed no part of the 
Peshitta, which has always been the ‘ Authorized Version’ 
or ‘Vulgate’ of Syriac Christians. In the sixth century 
Junilius, an African bishop, learnt from a Persian 
the views on the Canon which were taught in Nisibis. 
These were that the primitive Canon described in the 
Doctrine of Addai, with the addition of zr Peter, rt John, 
contained the New Testament books which were of 
‘perfect authority’, while all the four minor Catholic 
epistles and also jJames were of ‘secondary (mediae) 
authority’. But Junilius is very vague about the Apocalypse; 
‘apud Orientales admodum dubitatur’. The Nestorians 
have always held to the Canon of the Peshitta; but among 
the Jacobites (i.e. the Monophysite Syrians) two subse- 
1 Evangelion da-Mepharreshe, vol. ii, ch. 3. 
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quent attempts were made to translate the full Greek — 
Canon. In 508 a revision of the Peshitta was made for 
Philoxenus, bishop of Mabbog(hence called the Philoxenian 
Syriac), the four Catholic epistles and the <Afocalypse, 
which were lacking to it, being added. The text of the 
former is probably that which is usually bound up with 
modern editions of the Peshitta. In 616 another bishop 
of Mabbog, Thomas of Heraclea (Harkel), made at Alex- 
andria an elaborate revision of the Philoxenian, the 
Apocalypse of which is probably that commonly printed 
with the Peshitta. This revision is called the Harclean 
Syriac. 

At the beginning of the fifth, or the end of the fourth, 
century, Syria made an advance upon the Canon of 
Chrysostom and Theodoret. In the writing known as 
the Apostolic Constitutions, traditionally ascribed to Clement 
of Rome, the concluding section is known as the Apostolic 
Canons, the last of which consists of the Canon of the Old 
and New Testaments. The latter includes all our books 
except the Apocalypse, with the addition of z, 2 Clement, 
and was afterwards ratified by the Quinisextine Council 
at Constantinople in 692. For this reason John of 
Damascus, in the eighth century, recognized all our 
present books, but included also the Afostolic Canons in 
his New Testament. 

Constantinople and the Greek Church generally con- 
tinued to waver with regard to the Apocalypse. Leontius, 
early in the seventh century, admitted it, but Nicephorus 
and Photius in the ninth did not. In the Orthodox Church 
it has never, in fact, attained to the secure position, 
canonical and authoritative, that it holds in the West. 

With Eusebius, Augustine, and many later writers the 
modern student feels compelled to prefer some books to 


* A composite work, probably by the author of the pseudo-Ignatian 
epistles, based upon the Didascalia, the Didache, and other material. 
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others, realizing that some books stand on a higher level 
than others. Gradations of value, which are subjectively 
determined, are not, indeed, identical with gradations of 
canonicity but, in fact, they correspond fairly well. The 
books made their own place by a process which can be 
called, on the whole, the survival of the fittest, so that 
they were gradually set apart from all others as containing 
the sacred message of God. 
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X. TEXTUAL CRITICISM 
§1. The Need 


HERE are still readers of the Bible whose thoughts 
have never been carried to any stage in its history 


‘behind the Authorized Version. They know that the 


Greek Testament has come down to us; but how, they 
have never thought of inquiring. Printing having begun 
in the age of Caxton, the books must have been preserved 
in nothing but handwriting during the centuries before 
that. And the study of the MSS. themselves (apart from 
their contents), which is called palaeography, is a fascinat- 
ing study, possible only to a few experts, but the results of 
which are indispensable for the scientific examination of 
the text of the New Testament. The material of which 
they are composed, the arrangement of sheets, columns, 
and so on, the style of handwriting, scholia or notes by 
the scribes, even the ink employed, can all help in the 
determination of their date, and sometimes of their place 
of origin. 

But more important than all palaeographical details is 
the ‘text’ found in them. Ifthe reader were to examine 
twenty MSS. of, say, the First Gospel, he would find, in 
all probability, that no two of them were verbally identical 
throughout a single chapter. That is to say their text 
would not be identical. Not one of them would contain 
a text exactly the same as what the evangelist wrote, but 
the object of textual criticism is to discover that as nearly 
as possible. If it were found that the MSS. divided 
themselves into four groups, those in each group contain- 
ing a text very similar to each other’s, but with a good 
many marked differences from the text in the other groups, 
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we should say that they presented four types of text. And 
if, on studying the history of the MSS., we found reason to 
believe that the four types of text represented more or less 
the forms in which the Gospel was read in four well- 
defined areas or districts, we should speak of them as 
‘local texts’. And that is, in fact, what we do find, as we 
shall see later on. 

A printer can make a thousand copies of a book abso- 
lutely identical because each sheet is an impression of the 
same type. But when scribes copied manuscripts they 
were always subject to limitations of eye and hand. Add 
to that the fact that in the early days of writing there were 
numerous abbreviations, no spaces between the words, no 
small as distinct from capital letters, and practically no 
stops, and it will be seen that the opportunity for slips was 
very large. If we imagine the opening of this chapter to 
run: 

THEREARESTILLREADERSOFT 
BIBWHOSETHOUGHTSHAVENEV 
BNCARRIETOANYSTAGEINITS 


we get some idea of how a careless or sleepy scribe could 
go wrong. Jerome himself speaks of ‘librariis dormienti- 
bus’ (Pref. to Vulg. Gospels). The following are among 
the commonest of purely clerical errors: Confusion be- 
tween letters, e.g. O and ©. Omission of a final word or 
letter before a clause or word beginning with the same 
word or letter, and conversely of an initial word or letter 
after a clause or word ending with the same word or letter. 
‘Homoeoteleuton’, i.e. the passing of the scribe’s eye 
from words or letters in one sentence to the same words or 
letters in a subsequent sentence, omitting everything 
between. (The name implies that the words or letters 
stand at the end of a clause, but the same slip is often 
made in respect of words or letters which stand in any 
position.) ‘ Dittography’,i.e. the accidental repetition of 
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one or more letters. Transposition. The misunderstanding 
of an abbreviation ; e. g. in Acts xiii. 23 cntHpa IHco.nVvN Was 
apparently abbreviated cntupain or cpain which a scribe 
read as cntupian or cpran. These have operated at all 
times, and the most conscientious and highly trained 
scribes never wholly escaped them. 

But the great majority of corruptions had found their 
way into the text before the end of the third century, in 
a period during which a much more disturbing element 
was at work. The history of the Canon makes it clear 
that it was some time before the books of the New Testa- 
ment came to be invested with a sacredness equal to that 
of the Old. Ifascribe reproduced what he felt to be the 
exact sense that the writer intended, ‘the reverence’, as 
Hort says, ‘paid to the apostolic writings, even to the most 
highly and widely venerated among them, was not of the 
kind that exacted a scrupulous jealousy as to their text as 
distinguished from their substance’. So that it was ‘quite 
possible to intend nothing but faithful transcription, and 
yet to introduce changes due to interpretation of sense’. 
Sometimes this took the form of a scarcely conscious 
alteration, which was, from the scribe’s point of view, an 
emendation in order to preserve what he felt sure the 
writer meant, but it did, in fact, depart from the writer’s 
wording, and often from his meaning. Let us picture an 
earnest-minded Christian, say from Rome, visiting Antioch. 
He has known the Third Gospel for the last year or two ; 
he has heard it read on Sundays, and loved and valued it, 
and knows parts of it by heart. And he now, for the first 
time, hears the First Gospel read, and obtains permission 
to make a copy of it. When Matt. and L&. are very 
similar, he is in constant danger of putting down the words 
from L&. that he knows by heart, instead of looking word 
by word at the MS. before him, to be sure of preserving 
all the little differences, in which he would not be greatly 
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interested. Thus he carries home a ‘text’ of Matt. which 
has been corrupted by assimilation with L&., and all the 
MSS. which are copied from his, and all which are in turn 
copied from them, will carry on the corrupt text. Con- 
versely, a Christian from Antioch comes to Rome, and in 
copying Ls. corrupts his MS. by assimilation in other 
passages, and those corruptions are handed on by other 
copyists. This kind of thing happened with practically 
every copy made. 

But assimilation, though the commonest, was not the 
only source of corruption. The author might quote an 
Old Testament passage in a translation known to him, or 
might possibly translate it himself from the Hebrew, while 
the scribe inadvertently put down the wording of the better 
known LXX. Or the MS. that was being copied con- 
tained an Old Testament sentence, and the scribe care- 
lessly continued it to the extent of a few words because he 
knew the LXX passage by heart. Or he had heard some 
preacher tell a story about Jesus Christ, and when he 
found the same story in the MS. that he was copying, he 
deliberately enriched it by some details or words from his 
own knowledge. The critical sense had not yet been born 
which would make people anxious to compare copies with 
the original to be sure of their accuracy. And when 
copies had begun to be made, perhaps on better paper, or 
more durable vellum, it was not thought worth while to 
preserve the original, which was very likely beginning to 
be faded or frayed, though to us it would be worth many 
times its weight in gold. Lastly, ifa scribe had before him 
two MSS. of the same writing, each with its different heri- 
tage of corruption, he would be convinced that they were 
both too valuable to disregard, and he would copy details 
from both, some right and some wrong, thus makinga ‘mixed’ 
text, which other copyists would perpetuate after him. 

So the history of every book and chapter, almost of 
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every verse, was a history of corruption. And the task of 
textual criticism is to discover these corruptions and, by 
the scientific means known to modern scholars, to try to 
arrive at a text as close as possible to that which the author 
wrote. It is obvious that the need for it is great. Very 
small, it is true, for that kind of reading of the New Testa- 
ment which is by far the most important. We steep our- 
selves in it in order to know the great facts and doctrines 
of our religion, to obtain the spiritual food that comes from 
a devotional study of the words and deeds and character of 
our Lord, and of those who knew Him best. For that 
greatest of all purposes any text, or, for that matter, any 
translation, will suffice. But for an intellectual grasp even 
of these great things it is important, and for scientific, 
literary study it is essential, to search for the text of every 
verse and clause which is as far as possible free from cor- 
ruptions. How much needs to be done can be realized 
from the fact that the oldest Greek MSS. that have come 


-down to us are not earlier than the fourth century, and 


only two are earlier than the fifth. When the books had 
become canonical, accepted as sacred and inspired Scrip- 
ture, they were copied with far greater care by expert 
scribes; but in the second and third centuries the care 
taken over them was nothing like so scrupulous, and mast 
Christians were confined to the humbler classes and largely 
devoid of literary or clerical skill. Quotations by Christian 
writers, and translations of the books made before the 
fourth century, are often a help in determining the text of 
a given passage at that time and place, before later corrup- 
tions sprang up. But the copyists of these translations, 
and of the works of the Fathers, made mistakes in them of 
exactly the same kinds—clerical slips, errors of assimila- 
tion, and so on—requiring textual criticism of the versions 
and Fathers if they are to be of use in the textual criticism 
of the Greek MSS. of the New Testament. 
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§ 2, The Material 


Before studying the methods which have been employed 
it is necessary to have some idea of the material at our 
disposal. In extent and variety it is many times as great 
as that for any other literature in the world. That might 
seem to be favourable to an accurate knowledge of the 
original wording. And broadly speaking it is. For the 
great purposes of the Christian religion we may be confi- 
dent that we possess a very close approximation to what 
was originally written, and that no future discoveries have 
the least chance of altering our New Testament in any 
essential. But in details of scientific study the multiplicity 
of the material offers complex problems which only a long 
succession of scholars can expect to solve. 

The MSS. here given are not in their alphabetical or 
numerical order, which have no relation to their value or 
date. They comprise only the more important ones, and 
are arranged in groups, the meaning of which will be 
explained later. The capital letters denote MSS. written, 
as all Greek MSS. of the New Testament were in the 
early centuries, in large letters like capitals, called Uncials ; 
the numerals those written in the ordinary, small running 
hand, called Cursives or Minuscules; while small italic 
letters stand for the MSS. of the Old Latin version. The 
Cursives were mostly later in time than the Uncials, and 
date from the ninth century; but some of them are of 
greater value than some of the Uncials, having been copied 
from good early MSS. The grouping here indicated 
represents the general position which these MSS. may be 
said to occupy in the distribution of texts. But it must be 
remembered that every one of them contains a larger or 
smaller proportion of readings which belong to other 
groups, some being deeply affected by the Antiochian 
revision. The mention of some of them implies only that 
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readings characteristic of the group can be found in them 
in sufficient quantities to warrant their being placed as 
members of the group. 


GOSPELS 

(a) Alexandrian: B 8 CL A (in Mk.) 33 Y T Z B 579 (exc. 
Matt.) 892 1241 157 X, with the Sahidic and Bohairic (i.e. the 
Coptic or Egyptian) versions. 

(b) Eastern: The Old Syriac, extant in the Sinaitic and Cure- 
tonian MSS. @ 1-22-118-131-209 ; 13~69-124-346 &c. ; 28 565 
(= 81 or 28) 700. 

(c) Western: (i) African: W (in part of Mk.) ke ¢ (in Mk. Lh.) 

(ii) European: D b a ff? h (in Matt) ¢ rc (in 
Matt. John) n ff g 2° 1 ¢. 


Acts aND CaTHoLic EPISTLES 
(a) Alexandrian: B x C (as in Gospels) A P, (Gregory G*) M, 
4, 61 13 25 96. 
(b) Eastern: 15 40 83. 
(c) Western: (i) African: h p [m]| and quotation in Aug. 
Contra Felicem. 
(ii) European: D E, 137 58 184 221 g 2’ s. 
Harclean Syriac marg. [see p. 398]. 


PAULINE EPISTLES 


(a) Alexandrian: Bx C A 3,17 (Evan. 33, Ac. 13) (as above) 
M, 47 67™*. 
(b) Eastern: H,. 
(c) Western: (i) African: No true representative. [mm]. 
(ii) European: D, F, G, a, 


APOCALYPSE 


A x C P, (025) B, (046) 44 (051) 183 (052) 38 (2020) 95 (2040). 
African: h|m]), European: g. 


Byzantine (‘ Syrian’ or Antiochian’), representing on the whole 
the standardized or Antioch—Constantinople text : 

For the Gospels: A E S V; for the Acts and Epistles: H, 
L, P, (in Ac. and 1 Pet.) and (except Ac.) K,. These may be 
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mentioned as typical, but the revised text is to be found in 
several other uncials, and in the mass of cursives. 
The Versions, other than those named above, will be described 


on pp. 395-490. 


GOSPELS 


(a) Alexandrian 


Codex Vaticanus (B). This famous codex is in the 
Vatican library at Rome, and was already there when the 
first catalogue was made in 1475, the library having been 
founded by Pope Nicholas in 1448. It originally contained 
the whole Bible, but parts of both Testaments are now 
lost. From the New Testament are lacking part of Hed. 
(from the middle of the word xa@apret in ix. 14), 1, 2 Tim., 
Tit., Philem., Apoc. According to one series of its chapter 
divisions the Pauline epistles are treated as if they were 
one continuous book, and the figures show that in some 
earlier MS. from which they were taken Hed. stood after 
Gal. Hort.! says, ‘The scribe reached by no meansa high 
standard of accuracy, and on the other hand his slips are 
not proportionately numerous or bad’; and he goes on to 
describe them. Although it is not the age of a MS. thatis 
important but its text, it is of interest that B is the oldest 
known codex of the New Testament, having been written 
in the fourth century. (Papyrus fragments of the latter 
half of the third have been found at Oxyrynchus.) 

Its chapter divisions require a separate note. Eusebius 
divided each of the Gospels into little sections. These he 
numbered, and arranged tables consisting of parallel 
columns in which were placed the numbers of those 
sections in each Gospel dealing with the same event. 
This was equivalent to making a harmony of the Gospels 
without writing out all the sections at length. This divi- 
sion was based on a harmony, which is lost to us, made by 


1 Introd., p. 233. 
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Ammonius of Alexandria ‘on the basis of Ma#. It has 
been noticed that the chapter divisions in cod. B x (partly) 
E579 seem to be the remains of a scheme which appears 
to have belonged originally to such a harmony; and 
A. Schmidtke in his edition of codex 579 (Leipzig, 1903) 
suggests that it was that of Ammonius. And accepting 
the view that B represents the Hesychian revision (see 
p. 424), he thinks that Hesychius may have extended the 
system of Ammonius. The latter, in basing his harmony 
on Maitt., omitted a good deal of material in the other 
Gospels, and Hesychius preserved his divisions but went 
on, with less care and minuteness, to divide the passages 
which Ammonius had not used. But when the separate 
Gospels were written in full, the apparatus for the harmony 
was of no further use, and, when considered apart from the 
original scheme, the length of the several divisions was 
very different. Eusebius, therefore, made a new division 
into chapters and subdivisions to combine the usefulness 
of the Ammonian harmony with the presentation of the 
separate Gospels. Lake! thinks that though this is not 
proved, it is very likely true. At any rate a harmony lies 
behind Bx, their relationship to which is somewhat analo- 
gous to that of the Sin. and Cur. Syriac MSS. to the 
Diatessaron. 

Codex Sinaiticus (x). Discovered by Tischendorf in the 
monastery of St. Catherine on Mt. Sinai in separate pieces 
in 1844 and 1859, finally published by him and presented 
by the monks of Sinai to the Czar of Russia in 1862. It 
contains the whole Bible with the addition of Lp. Barnabas 
and a mutilated fragment of the Shepherd of Hermas. 
Written in four columns toa page. It suffered from the 
hands of a succession of correctors, and illustrates the 
process of conforming MSS. to the Byzantine standard 
(see p. 418f.). Of the seven detected by Tischendorf the 

1 Journ. Theol. Stud, vii. 292 ft. 
Bb2 
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third (° or 8%) has an importance of his own, since he 
has written a colophon at the end of Esther stating that 
the MS. had been collated with a copy which had itself 
been corrected by the hand of the holy martyr Pamphilus. 
His corrections thus have a connexion with the Eastern 
text. The codex belongs to the fourth, or perhaps the 
fifth, century. 

Codex Ephraemi rescriptus (C). In the National Library 
at Paris. This is a palimpsest, as the Latin participle in 
the title indicates, i.e. a MS. from which the original 
writing was almost erased by a later scribe who used it as 
material for another writing. A twelfth-century scribe 
wrote over it a Greek translation of thirty-eight tractates 
of Ephraem the Syrian. Before it was mutilated it con- 
tained the whole Greek Bible. It now contains portions 
of the Old Testament, and considerable fragments of every 
book of the New except 2 Thes. and 2 John. It is written 
in one column to a page, which became the usual practice. 
As in the case of x, correctors endeavoured to bring it 
into conformity with the Byzantine standard. Tischendorf 
speaks of two, whose work, however, affected Ma#t. and 
Lk. more than Mk. and John. Codex C, with L and the 
Boh., show the most characteristic forms of grammatical 
and stylistic correction which Hort classed as Alexandrian, 
and thought might be the work of the reviser Hesychius 
(see p. 424). At the same time C has a good deal of mix- 
ture with the Western text. It belongs to the early fifth 
century. 

Codex Regius (L). In the National Library at Paris. Two 
columns to a page. Contains the four Gospels, with small 
lacunae in each of them except the Third. It is badly 
written by a scribe who was perhaps ignorant of Greek, 
a feature which, as Streeter! points out, is noticeable in 
other important MSS. which have a large non-Byzantine 

1 The Four Gospels, p. 2. 
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element, e.g. D 4 28, and still more conspicuously @; he 
thinks that they must have been written in out-of-the-way 
places, where the Byzantine revision had not yet, or had 
only recently, penetrated. Next to Bw it is the most 
important witness to the Alexandrian text of the Gospels, 
the Byzantine infusion being found chiefly in Matt. i-xviii ; 
Mk.i, ii. It belongs to the eighth century. 

Codex Sagallensis (4). In the monastery of St. Gall, 
where it was probably written ; but it was perhaps brought 
thither by an Irish scribe of the ninth century. One 
column to a page. Contains the four Gospels, with a short 
lacuna in John xix. It is a Graeco-Latin MS., the Latin 
being written between the lines of the Greek. The Latin 
is of little value, except for the occasional Old Latin read- 
ings which it preserves; it is mainly Vulgate with some 
assimilations to the Greek. And the Greek is of interest 
only in Wz., especially chs. ili-xii, where the text is closely 
allied with that of the C L 33 group; in the other Gospels 
it is mostly Byzantine with a few earlier readings. It 
belongs to the ninth century or possibly later. 

Codex 33 (= Acts 13, Paul.17). Inthe National Library 
at Paris. Onecolumn toa page. Contains the New Testa- 
ment except the Afoc. This MS., which Eichhorn called 
‘the Queen of Cursives’, is a great deal more valuable 
than many of the Uncials, because in spite of many Byzan- 
tine, and some ‘ Western’, readings it sides, on the whole, 
with the foregoing MSS., and is thus the best cursive that 
we possess containing an Alexandrian type of Gospel text. 
It belongs to the ninth century. 

Codex Laurensis (¥). In the Laura on Mt. Athos. One 
column to a page. It originally contained the New Testa- 
ment except the Afoc., but has lost Mav#t. and Mz. i-ix. 5 
(to vol piav), and one page of Heb. The Catholic epistles 
are in the curious order Pet., Jam., John, Jude. The whole 
of it except 17k. has been more or less corrected into con- 
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formity with the Byzantine text. In Mé., on the other 
hand, the fundamental text is later Alexandrian of the 
C L 33 type, with a few Byzantine readings, but also * some 
Western readings of an early, pre-Origenistic type, which 
hold somewhat the same textual position as the Western 
elements in Clem. Alex. In the other Gospels there is 
a rather larger proportion of Alexandrian readings than in 
A. It probably belongs to the eighth century. 

Codex Borgianus (T). In Rome at the College De Pro- 
paganda Fide. Two columns to a page. It is a remark- 
able MS. in more ways than one. It is Graeco-Sahidic, 
containing fragments of Lk. xxi, xxii; John vi-viu, of 
which the Greek has preserved a little more than the 
Sahidic. The text is Alexandrian, and the presence of 
the Sahidic is one of the proofs that this type of text 
belongs to Egypt. It is valuable in that it stands even 
nearer to B than to x, so that if we possessed more of it 
than these fragments it would probably rank next to B as 
a primary authority for the early Alexandrian text. It 
belongs to the fifth century. 

Codex Dublinensis (Z). In the library of Trinity College, 
Dublin. One column to a page. It is a palimpsest con- 
taining fragments of Madt. amounting to about one third of 
the Gospel, the upper writing being various patristic 
passages. The text is valuable, having a close affinity with 
that of s. It belongs to the sixth, or possibly the fifth, 
century. 

Codex Zacynthius (2). In London, the property of the 
British and Foreign Bible Society; obtained from the 
island of Zacynthus, and presented to the Society in 1820. 
It possesses chapter-divisions found in B and 579. It 
belongs to the eighth century. 

Codex 579. In the National Library at Paris. One 
column toa page. Contains the four Gospels, but lacking 

' Lake, Journ. Theol. Stud. i. 290 ff. 
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John xx. 15-xxi. 25. In Ma#z. it has an ordinary Byzantine 
text ; but in the other Gospels it affords a good instance of 
the possibility of a late cursive having a high value. It 
belongs to the thirteenth century, but is probably copied 
directly from a sixth-century Uncial ! which was thoroughly 
Alexandrian, without being more markedly akin to one 
MS. than to another in the main group. Its non-Byzantine 


_ readings, therefore, which are most numerous in L&., have 


all the value of the text of its Uncial parent. ‘The value 
of a MS. of this kind’, as Streeter says, ‘appears where it 
supports a reading of B,x, or L, which is otherwise un- 
supported.’ 

Codex 892. In the British Museum. One column to 
a page. Contains the four Gospels, but lacking John x. 
6-12, 18; xiv. 24-xxi. 25. Like the foregoing it has 
suffered a large amount of Byzantine admixture, but the 
basis of its text is Alexandrian, which, as frequently, is 
best preserved in Mk. It belongs to the ninth or tenth 
century. 

Codex 1241 (= Acts 290, Paul. 338). Inthe monastery at 
Mt. Sinai. Contains the whole New Testament, with a 
text somewhat similar to that of the foregoing. It belongs 
to the thirteenth or fourteenth century. 

Codex 157. In the Vatican Library at Rome. One 
column to a page. Contains the four Gospels. It is to be 
noted that although it was made for the Emperor its text 
is not simply the standard Byzantine, but is Alexandrian to 
much the same extent as the three preceding MSS. At 
the same time points of contact have been found between 
it and the Palestinian Syriac (Syr. hier) on the one hand 
and the text of Marcion on the other. It contains a colo- 
phon at the end of each of the Gospels stating that it was 
‘copied and corrected from the ancient exemplars from 


1 So Schmidtke, Die Evangelien eines alten Uncialcodex, Leipzig, 
1903; cited by Streeter. 
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Jerusalem preserved on the Holy Mountain’, i.e. probably 
Sinai. This is found in the compound half-Uncial, half- 
Cursive MS. A-566, and in several Cursives of little value. 
It was made for John II Comnenus in the twelfth century. — 
Codex Monacensis (X). In the University Library at 
Munich. Two columns to a page. Contains two frag- 
ments of the four Gospels, in the order John, Lk., Mk., 
Maitt., with patristic comments on each of them except 
Mbk., which illustrates the noticeable fact of the small 
attention paid to 7. as compared with the others. A few 
notable readings are to be found in it of the later Alex- 
andrian type. It belongs to the end of the tenth century. 
The Coptic version in the Sahidic and Bohairic dialects 
(called by Hort Thebaic and Memphitic respectively) of 
Southern and Northern Egypt. The former contains frag- 
ments of all the books of the New Testament, except 777. 
and Philem.; the latter contains the whole New Testament, 
in the order Gospels, Pauline epp., Catholic epp., Acts, 
Apocalypse. But in both forms of the version the last 
book is treated as occupying an inferior position, which 
may perhaps have been due to the criticisms passed on it 
by Dionysius of Alexandria. Since St. Anthony is said 
to have heard the Gospels read in Church in the vernacular 
when he was a boy, Egypt (if the tradition is correct) must 
have had a version of them at least by the middle of the 
third century, if not by the end of the second. And Hort 
claimed this date for the versions that have come down to 
us, supporting thereby the high antiquity of the B text. 
But recent research lowers their date to the time of Cyril 
of Alexandria (Patriarch 412-44) or later, with whose text 
they rather closely agree. They have both been edited 
with great labour by G. W. Horner, The Coptic Versions 
of the N.T. 1898-1924. The comparative purity of the 
Coptic text is explained by Tischendorf as due, first, to the 
schism between the Jacobites and the Melchites, and then 


THE MATERIAL 377 


by the Arab pressure a century and a half later, which 
began to thrust out the Coptic language, and lastly by the 
critical care of scholars in Egypt in the twelfth century. 

Beside these there are fragments of Middle-Egyptian 
versions, Fayyumic, Memphitic, and Akhmimic MSS. 
having been found. 


(b) Eastern 


The most important witness to the Eastern text is not 
a Greek MS. but the Old Syriac version, which has 
reached us in two MSS. | 

Sinaitic Syriac. This is a MS. of what was called the 
Evangelion da-Mepharreshe, ‘The Evangel of the Sepa- 
rated ones’, i.e. the Four Gospels as separate writings, 
not combined into a harmony such as the Diatessaron of 
Tatian. It is a palimpsest, the upper writing consisting 
of Lives of saints written in 778, discovered by Mrs. Lewis 
and Mrs. Gibson of Cambridge in the convent of St. Cathe- 
rine on Mt. Sinai in 1892, from which year till 1897 succes- 
sive transcriptions and photographs were taken. It appears 
to have been written at some place near Antioch, though 
it is uncertain whether the translation itself belonged to 
Antioch or Palestine (see p. 426f.). It contains some 
Georgian signatures, and formed part of a collection of 
MSS. which found its way to Mt. Sinai. Two columns to 
a page. Contains the four Gospels in the usual order. It 
seems to be earlier than the fifth century. 

Curetonian Syriac. So called because it was first edited 
by Dr. Cureton in 1858. There are 82% leaves in the 
British Museum and 3 at Berlin. It came from the 
library of the Convent of St. Mary Deipara in the Natron 
valley, west of Cairo, to which it was presented by the 
monk Habibai. ‘Eighty of the surviving leaves reached 
England in 1842 as part of a volume of the Gospels made 
up in the year a.D. 1222 from various MSS: of the same 
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size; the other leaves of the volume were taken from 
copies of the Peshitta, and the binder hardly seems to 
have been aware that the text of C was different from the 
rest. The remaining leaves came to Europe as fly-leaves 
to strengthen the bindings of other books. ... Two more 
detached leaves reached the British Museum in 1847.’? 
Two columns to a page. Contains fragments of the four 
Gospels in the unusual order Matt, Mk., John, Lk., the 
only fragment of Wk. (xvi. 17°-20) being followed imme- 
diately by John on the same page. It cannot be later than 
the early part of the fifth century. 

Koridethi codex (@). Discovered by Bartholomée in the 
church of SS. Kerykos and Julitta at Koridethi, which 
lies in a high valley in the district of the Swaneten in the 
west of Caucasia. In St. Petersburgh 1870-1901, and now 
in the museum at Tiflis. Written by a scribe who knew 
little Greek, probably a Syrian. Two columns to a page. 
Contains the four Gospels in the usual order, but lacking 
i. I-Q, 21-5; li-iv. 4; Iv. 7-v. 4. Edited by G. Beermann 
and C. R. Gregory (Leipzig, 1913), with an interesting 
study of the history of the MS. as gleaned from numerous 
marginal notes in different dates in Greek and Gruse, 
which fix its date between the seventh and ninth centuries. 

The group of Cursives 1-118-131-209 is shown by 
Prof. Lake? to be derived, in the Gospels, from a common 
ancestor. Hence it is often called fam. 1. 

Codex 1, at Basle, contains Gospels, Acts, Catholic and 
Pauline epistles, but its text is valuable only in the Gospels, 
where it is akin to that which Origen used in his com- 
mentary on the First Gospel. It belongs, probably, to the 
twelfth century. 

Codex 118, at Oxford, is a copy of the foregoing or of an 


? Burkitt, Lvangelion da-Mepharreshe, p. 7. 


* Codex xr of the Gospels and its Allies, Texts and Studies, vii. 
1902. 
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immediate ancestor ; but it contains only the Gospels. It 
belongs to the thirteenth century. 

Codex 131 (= Acts and Cath. 70, Paul. 77), at the Vatican. 
Contains Gospels, Acts, Catholic and Pauline epistles. It 
belongs to the fourteenth or fifteenth century. 

Codex 209 (= Ac. Cath. 95, Paul. 108, Apoc. 46), at 
Venice, originally contained Acts, Catholic and Pauline 
epistles, Gospels (in that order), Afoc. being a later addi- 
tion. In the Gospels it isa copy of r. It belongs, prob- 
ably, to the fourteenth century. 

Other Cursives have been found to be akin to these: 
Codex 22, at Paris, containing the Gospels, belongs to the 
twelfth century. Codex 1582, in the library of Vatopedi on 
Mt. Athos, is the earliest MS. of this group, belonging to 
the tenth century. To these have been added 872 (in Mk.) 
—1278-2193. 

Another group, 13-69-124-346, came to be knownas the 
‘Ferrar group’, because W. H. Ferrar with T. K. Abbott 
of Dublin collated them, and showed that they formed 
a closely united family. They come from Calabria, except 
124, but there is no evidence that that was the home of 
their archetype. There is an Eastern strain in their text, 
but the only evidence otherwise which connects them with 
the East is the fact that they possess a stichometric reckon- 
ing of p4para, which occurs in a series of Syriac MSS., the 
earliest of which is of the ninth century. The group is 
often cited as fam. 13, but the most important MSS. of it 
are 69 and 124. E. A. Hutton has shown? that anything 
of value in the readings of the family is to be found in 
either the one or the other. Several MSS. have been 
added to the group since the first four were edited: 230- 
543-788-826-828-983-1689-1709.” 

1 Journ. Theol. Stud. xii. 621. 

2 On 826-828 see Lake, Journ. Theol. Stud. i. 117 ft. And on the 


group in general, J. Rendel Harris, Further Researches into the History 
of the Ferrar Group, Cambridge, 1900. 
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Codex 69 (= Ac. Cath. 31, Paul. 37, Apoc. 14). In the 
library at Leicester to which it was given by Thos. Haynes 
in 1645. Contains the New Testament, originally in the 
order Paul., Acts, Cath., Apoc., Gospels, but its text is 
valuable only in the Gospels.! It belongs to the fifteenth 
century. 

Codex 124. At Vienna. Contains the Gospels only, as 
do 13-346-983. It belongs to the twelfth century. 

Codex 28. In Paris. Contains the Gospels, with 
lacunae in all but M/k, where its readings are chiefly 
valuable. It belongs to the eleventh century. 

Codex 565 (= Scriv. 473, Tisch--2%, Hort 81). In 
St. Petersburgh. A gold and purple MS., known as 
‘Empress Theodora’s Codex’. Contains the Gospels, but 
is chiefly valuable in Mk. The preservation of an older 
text in that Gospel than in the others perhaps receives an 
explanation in the fact that at the end of Mk. there is 
a colophon stating that it was copied from exemplars at 
Jerusalem. 

Codex 700 (= Scriv. 604). In the British Museum. It 
was bought in 1882, but its contents were not fully investi- 
gated and valued till 1890. Contains the Gospels. It 
belongs to the eleventh century. 


(c) Western 
(i) African. 
The Freer codex (W). In Washington. Probably 
written in Egypt. Bought by Mr. Freer from an Arab 


dealer in 1906. One column to a page. Contains the 
Gospels in the order Maitt., John, Lk., Mk. which is 


* See T. K. Abbott, The Origin of the Leicester Codex of the N.T., 
1887. MSS. by the same scribe are known, Emmanuel of Constanti- 
nople, which is a link with the East (Journ. Theol. Stud. v. 445 ff.). 
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characteristic of Western MSS. till Jerome, but lacking 
John xiv. 26—xvi. 7 (to éAedcerat mpds duds), and Mk. xv. 
83 to v. 38 (to es dvo). ‘The remainder’, says Mr. H. A. 
Sanders, its editor, ‘is so perfect that there is rarely 
a letter missing or indistinct.’ The text differs so widely 
in different parts that he thinks that the ancestor from 
which it is descended was a composite book made up 
of several rolls of the Gospels which were saved in 
the time of Diocletian’s persecution, when the emperor 
tried to suppress Christianity by destroying its sacred 
books. It is most valuable in Mk. i-v. 30, where its text 
is strikingly Western, thus affording the only Greek 


~ evidence of a text akin to that of African Latin MSS. In 


Mk. v. 31 to the end it approaches somewhat to the Old 
Syriac text. Lk. i-viii. 12 is mainly Alexandrian. John i- 
v. Ir does not appear to have belonged to the original 
MS. ; it is written on different parchment by a different 
hand; but its text, and that of the rest of the Fourth 
Gospel, are to some extent Alexandrian but with a large 
Byzantine element. Finally, in the whole of Mai. and Lk. 
vill. 13 to the end it has been corrected into conformity 
with the Byzantine text. 

Codex Bobiensis (f). At Turin. Extant only for Mk. 
vili-xvi, Matt. i-xv. By far the most important Old 
Latin MS., containing a text closely akin to that of 
Cyprian’s quotations, whence the name African given to 
this type of text. It belongs to the fourth century. 

Codex Palatinus (¢)._ In Vienna, and one sheet, contain- 
ing Matt. xiii. 13-23, in the library of Trinity College, 
Dublin. Contains part of the four Gospels in a text which 
is somewhat later African Latin than &, with a slight 
European admixture. But it is the best authority where 
kis lacking. It belongs to the fifth century. 

Codex Colbertinus (c). In Paris. Contains the four 
Gospels. Its text in M&. and L&. is about half Old Latin 
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and half Vulgate, the former approximating to an African 
type.! It belongs to the twelfth century. 

The Speculum (m). At Rome. This is not a New 
Testament MS., but a collection of passages from the 
whole New Testament which used to be ascribed to 
Augustine. Its text has some affinity with that of Priscil- 
lian, and it may be of Spanish origin. It belongs to the 
eighth or ninth century. 


(11) European. 

Codex Bezae (D). At Cambridge. A Graeco-Latin MS. 
containing the four Gospels in the order Maitt., John, Lk., 
Mk. (with lacunae), and the Acs, but at one time it contained 
also the Catholic epistles. These stood, curiously, before 
the Acts; the Latin has preserved the last five verses of 
3 John with the subscription ‘epistulae Johannis III 
explicit incipit Actus apostolorum’. _/ude, therefore, was 
either absent or stood in an earlier place. The Greek is 
on the left-, the Latin on the right-hand page, the former 
being the place of honour. It contains one column to a 
page, and the lines consist of co/a, or short clauses accord- 
ing to the sense, so that the corresponding words in the 
Greek and the Latin could more easily be kept parallel. 
And a curious feature of the script is that the Greek letters 
are formed in such a way that they somewhat resemble the 
Latin. 

It was given to the University of Cambridge by. the 
reformer Beza in 1581, who succeeded Calvin as head of 
the Church at Geneva. When he gave it he said that it 
had been found in 1562 in the monastery of Irenaeus at 
Lyons. But some years later he wrote in his notes on the 
New Testament that it was found in the monastery at 
Clermont, at no great distance, and he named it Codex 
Claromontanus, which is the title given to the MS. D, of 


* See Burkitt, Journ. Theol. Stud., Jan. 1908, p. 307 f. 
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the Pauline epistles, which also belonged to him. The 
similarity of its text to that of Irenaeus (noted by Sanday 
and Turner, Novum Testamentum S. Iren., 1923) is in 
favour of the south of France as its original home. But 
it contains certain lection marks which Brightman! holds 
to be Byzantine, and to point to south Italy where the 
Byzantine use was followed. Kenyon,” however, says ‘the 
chief objection to this theory is that Greek was so well 
known in that region that we should have expected the 
Greek part of the MS. to be better than it is. In point of 


fact, the Greek has the appearance of having been written 


by a scribe whose native language was Latin; and some of 
the mistakes which he makes (e. g. writing / for A or ¢ for x) 
point in the same direction. We want a locality where 
Latin was the prevalent tongue, but Greek was still 
sufficiently known to make it desirable to have copies of 
the Scriptures in their original language as well as in 
a translation. ‘Two or three localities would suit the 
requirements better than south Italy, but certainty is at 
present impossible. Dr. Loew® gives reasons for thinking 
that it was already in Lyons in the ninth century. It 
belongs to the fifth century. 

Codex Veronensis (4). At Verona. Contains the Gospels 
(with lacunae) in the Western order, asin Dt. Dr. H. J. 
White® says, ‘4, indeed, seems to be almost a typically 
European MS.; as the other MSS. of European and of 
Italian origin, such as a f h ¢ q 1, all resemble 4 more 
closely than they resemble each other’.® It belongs to the 
fifth century. 


1 Journ. Theol. Stud. i. 446 ff. 

2 Handbook to the Textual Criticism of the N.T., p. 75+ 

8 Journ. Theol. Stud., 1924, 270 ff. 

4 This order is found also in W (see above) and several O.L. MSS. 
It is stated in the ‘Monarchian Prologues’ to the Gospels to be the 
order in the official Canon. 5 Dean of Christ Church, Oxford 

6 O.L. Bibl. Texts, iii, p. xxii, 1888. 
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Codex Vercellensis (a2). Among the relics at the cathedral 
of Vercelli, and traditionally said to have been written by 
Eusebius of Vercelli. Contains the Gospels (with lacunae) 
in the Western order, as in D. Its text stands between 
those of 4 and &, containing many African readings, and is 
furthest from 4 in Mk., where it may be said to contain 
a text which is neither the typical European of 6 nor 
African. Souter holds that (at least in LA.) it was the type 
of text used by Jerome for his revision.! It belongs to the 
fourth century. 

Codex Corbeiensis ( /f?). At Paris. Contains the Gospels 
(with lacunae in all but Mk.) in our usual order. Its text 
is nearest to that of 6. Belongs to the fifth or sixth 
century. 

Codex Claromontanus (i). In the Vatican. Contains the 
Gospels; Matt. mutilated. In Mazz. alone it has an O.L. 
text; in the other gospels it is Vulgate. It belongs to the 
sixth century. 

Codex Vindobonensis (). At Vienna, formerly at Naples. 
A purple vellum MS. containing only parts of Ze. and 
Mk. (in that order). It belongs to the fifth or sixth 
century. 

Codex Usserianus (r). At Trinity College, Dublin. Con- 
tains the Gospels in the Western order, asin D. It belongs 
to the sixth century. 

Codex Colbertinus (c). See above. Its text is of a Euro- 
pean type in Matt. and John. 

Codex Sangallensis (7) and (two leaves) Curiensis (formerly 
called a’). At St. Gall and Chur respectively. The former 
contains parts of Matt, John, Mz., the latter of L&., all frag- 
ments of the same MS., whose text stands closest to that 
of a2 It belongs to the fifth century. 

Codex Corbeiensis (f/f). At St. Petersburgh. Contains 


' Journ. Theol. Stud. xii. 583-97. 
2 See Burkitt, Journ. Theol. Stud. v. 106. 
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_ Mait. only. Its text is mostly Vulgate, and more so after 
ch. ix. It may be a MS. fundamentally Vulgate into which 
_ O.L. readings found their way (Hort), or it may exhibit 
a transmission from a ‘ Gallican’ to a Vulgate text (Gregory). 
It belongs to the tenth century. 

Codex Sangermanensis (g). At Paris. Contains the 
Gospels. Only in Matt. is it O.L., the rest being mostly 
Vulgate. Hort thought the whole to be of the same cha- 
-racter as the last, but Wordsworth regarded the text of 
Matt. as mixed O.L., in many respects peculiar, but occa- 
sionally corrected to the Vulgate. It belongs to the eighth 
century. 

Codex Sangermanensis (g%). At Paris. Contains the 
Gospels, written, apparently, by an Irish hand. There is 
a similar difference of opinion regarding the whole MS. 
between Hort and Wordsworth. It belongs to the tenth 
century. 

Codex Rehdigeranus (/). At Breslau, in the church of 
St. Elizabeth. Contains the Gospels, but lacking John xvi. 
13-xxi. 25. Hort, as in the case of the three foregoing 
MSS., thought it was a Vulgate MS. into which O.L. 
readings had intruded. Its value is almost confined to 
Lk. and John. It belongs to the early eighth century. 

Codex Monacensis (g). At Munich. Contains the Gospels 
(with lacunae) in the Western order, as in D. Its text is 
similar to that of f, but with some approximation to the 
true European type of 6. It belongs to the sixth century. 
On fsee p. 434. 

There are other fragments, some of them extending to 
only a few verses ; but the above form the main part of the 


O.L. material. 
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Acts AND CATHOLIC EPISTLES 
(a) Alexandrian 


B x C (as in Gospels above), A (See below under ‘ Byzan- 
tine’). 

Codex Porphyrianus Chiovensis (P,). At St. Petersburgh. 
A palimpsest containing Acts and Epistles. Its text is of an 
Alexandrian type except in Acts and r Pet. It belongs to 
the ninth century. 

Codex Vaticanus 9671 (M,, Gregory G*). Palimpsest 
fragments, five leaves containing portions of Acts xvi. 30- 
xviii. 26. The text is mainly Byzantine, but there are some 
Alexandrian readings. It belongs, perhaps, to the ninth 
century. 

Codex Vaticanus Gr. 2061 (2,)._ A palimpsest containing 
fragments of Acts and the Epistles, with a text akin to that 
of A. It belongs to the fifth century. 

Codex 61. In the British Museum. The best cursive of 
the Acts representing the Alexandrian text. It belongs to 
the eleventh century. 

Codex 13 (= Evan. 33, Paul. 17). See above. 

Codex 25. In the British Museum. Contains the Acts 
and Epistles. It belongs to the eleventh century. 

Codex 96. At Venice. Contains the Acts and the 
Epistles, with a Latin and an Arabic translation. It belongs 
to the eleventh century. 


(b) Eastern 


Codex 40 (= Paul. 46), At the Vatican. Contains the 
Acts and Epistles, with the Afoc. as a later addition. A 
‘Euthalian’ MS. (see below), and used by Zacagni as the 
basis of his edition of the Euthalian Acts and Epistles (see 
p. 390). It belongs to the eleventh century. 

Codex 15. At Paris. Its text has some connexion with 
the ancient text of the East, for both it and the next MS. 
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contain a colophon stating that it (i.e. an ancestor) was 
compared (or collated) with a codex of Pamphilus at 
_ Caesarea. It belongs to the eleventh century. 

Codex 83. At Naples. See codex 15. It belongs to the 
tenth century. The Euthalian apparatus is found also in 
codd. 1 (= Evan. 1), 232 (= Paul. 271, Apoc. 107), 243 
(Paul. 291), 334 (Paul. 319), 256 (Evan. 699, Paul. 306, 
Apoc. 108), 393 (Paul. 364), and the upper, cursive script of 
the palimpsest P,. 

(c) Western 

(i) African. 

Codex Floriacensis (4), At Paris, formerly at Fleury. 
Contains fragments of Apoc., Acts, 1, 2 Pet., r John (in that 
order). Its text is similar to that of Cyprian. But its 
editor, E. S. Buchanan, says also that it is similar to that 
of the Latin of Irenaeus, which represents rather a Euro- 
pean type. The problem waits for further investigation 
into the relation between the two types. It belongs to the 
sixth or seventh century. 

Perpignan codex (pf). At Paris. Contains the New 
Testament, but only Acts i-xili. 6; xxviii. 16-30 and the 
Catholic Epistles are Old Latin, perhaps copied from 
a mutilated O.L. MS. of the fourth or fifth century; the 
rest is Vulgate. The text is of a different strain from that 
of h, apparently Spanish, and in some ways unique.’ It 
belongs to the thirteenth century, illustrating the fact that 
a MS. of late date can preserve an early text. 

Speculum (m). See under Gospels, above. 

Augustine, Acta de Felice Mantchaeo, i. chs. 3, 4, contains 
a quotation from Acts i-ii. 11 in a very pure African text. 

(ii) European. 

Codex Bezae(D). See under Gospels, above. Cath. Epp. 
lost except five verses in the Latin. 

Codex Laudianus (E,). At Oxford ; formerly in Sardinia, 

1 See Buchanan, Journ. Theol. Stud. xii. 497-534- 
€eg 
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where it may have been written; brought to England, very 
likely by Theodore of Tarsus in the seventh century. It 
was one of the MSS. used by Bede; and was finally 
presented to the Bodleian by Archbp. Laud (whence its 
name). Two columns to a page. A Graeco-Latin MS., 
with the Latin occupying the place of honour on the left. 
Contains the Acts only, and lacking xxvi. 29-xxviil. 26. 
The Latin is of little value as evidence of the Old Latin, 
having been largely assimilated to the Greek; but the 
Greek is akin to that of D, with fewer peculiar readings. 
And, as in D, the text is arranged in cola, sometimes very 
short. It belongs to the sixth century. 

Codex 137 (Paul. 176). At Milan. Contains the Acts and 
Epistles. The text is valuable in the former, especially as 
supplying evidence where D is lacking. It belongs to the 
eleventh century. 

Codex 184 (Paul. 254) [Hort 112, Gregory 216]. In Jeru- 
salem since 1817, formerly at Lambeth. Contains the New 
Testament, except the Gospels. The text is akin to that 
of 137. It belongs to the fifteenth century. 

Codex 221 (Paul. 265) [Gregory 224]. In the Burdett- 
Coutts library. The text is akin to that of 137. It belongs 
to the twelfth century. 

Codex 58. At Oxford. Contains the Ac/s and Epistles, 
but is of value only in Acts xiii-xxii, where it has many 
Western readings. It belongs to the thirteenth century. 

Codex Gigas(g). At Stockholm. Named from its great 
size. Contains the whole Bible, but only Acts and Afoc. 
are Old Latin, their text being closely akin to that of 
Lucifer of Cagliari in Sardinia. It belongs, like /, to the 
thirteenth century, but preserves an early text. 

Codex Mediolanensis (9°). At Milan. A fragment of 
a lectionary, containing some verses of Acts vi-vili. Text 
similar to that of g. It belongs to the tenth or eleventh 
century. 
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_ Codex Bobiensis (s). At Vienna, formerly at Bobbio. 


- Contains fragments of Jam. and z Pet. Text similar to that 
_ofg. It belongs to the fifth century. 


PAULINE EPISTLES 
(a) Alexandrian 


Bx C42, 17 (Evan. 33, Ac. 13), as above, A (see below). 

Codex Ruber (M,), written in red ink. Two leaves in 
the British Museum, and two in the public library at Ham- 
burg, the former containing fragments of z, 2 Cor., the 
latter of Heb. It belongs to the ninth century. 

Codex 47. At Oxford, formerly on the island of Chalce. 
It belongs to the eleventh century. 

Codex 67** (= Ac. 66, Apoc. 34). At Vienna. The margin 
of this codex contains some valuable readings, which have 
no other cursive attestation, of the B type, closely akin to 
the text of M;. The MS. belongs to the eleventh century, 
but the second corrector, who was responsible for the 
readings, was later. 


(b) Eastern. 


Codex Coislinianus (H,). Formerly in the monastery of 
the Laura on Mt. Athos, where it was used as binding 
material for several books which were afterwards scattered 
in various parts of Europe. There are known at present 
eight leaves on Mt. Athos, twenty-two at Paris, three at 
St. Petersburgh, three at Moscow, three at Kieff, and two 
at Turin. They contain parts of the Pauline epistles, 
except Rom., Phil., Eph., 2 Thes., Philem. It probably 
belongs to the sixth century. Its importance lies in the 
fact that it is the earliest known representative of the 
Euthalian edition of the Acts and epistles. At the end of 
Titus are words which were probably copied as they stood 
from an earlier MS.: ‘I, Evagrius, wrote this volume of 
Paul the Apostle to the best of my power stichometrically. 
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_.. And the book was compared with [i.e. collated from] 
the exemplar in Caesarea belonging to the library of the 
holy Pamphilus, written by his hand.’ That is to say, 
Euthalius’ own MS. of his edition, made two centuries 
earlier on the basis of a Caesarean text, seems to have 
been the ancestor of our fragments. 


Note on Euthalius. 


Some one who was traditionally known as Euthalius 
issued an edition of the Pauline epistles, and then of the 
Acts and Catholic epistles, in which the text was arranged 
in cola as an aid to intelligent reading. Dean Armitage 
Robinson! showed it to be probable that, while Euthalius 
supplied prologues, full tables of Old Testament quota- 
tions in the books, and chapter summaries, other material 
which found its way into some MSS. was added later. 
The work of Euthalius was between 323 and 396. Later 
material included, e. g., the Martyrium Pauli, expanded out 
of the prologue to the Pauline epistles ; and stichometrical 
calculations were written down. Also a colophon was 
added to the Pauline epistles such as stands in the codex 
Coislinianus (H,) and Ac. 83. The latter, however, con- 
tains further the Navigatio Pauli, which is frequent in 
MSS. furnished with the ‘ Euthalian’ apparatus. It begins 
‘with Evdypios éypayya, and the name Evagrius has been 
deciphered in the colophon of H, (see above). Research 
has not shaken the probability of Robinson’s theory that 
the material reached its expanded form by additions which 
Evagrius made to the original work of Euthalius. The 
fact that an apparatus was attributed to Euthalius by the 
Armenians disposes of von Soden’s identification of him 
with a seventh-century namesake, a bishop of Sulca, clearly 
a Westerner, who wrote a Confession concerning the Orthodox 


* Euthaliana, Text and Studies, iii. 3, 1895. 
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Faith. Turner? accepting, at that time, the identification, 


_ was obliged to suppose that this later Euthalius added to 


af 
; 


the work of Evagrius, and not vice versa. F.C. Conybeare 
and Zahn think that the work was originally anonymous, 
and that the title ‘ Bishop of Sulca’, which is given in more 
than one MS., was attributed to the Euthalian editor only 
after the seventh century, when his namesake had become 
prominent. 


(c) Western. 
(1) African. 

No MS. of Cyprianic Latin is known, ‘though some of 
its peculiar renderings reappear in the not inconsiderable 
quotations of Tyconius (flor. 380)’ (Burkitt). A late form 
of it is seen in the Speculum (m, see above), with which 
the quotations of Priscillian, which are most frequent in 
the Pauline epistles, mostly agree. 

(ii) European. 

Codex Claromontanus (D,). Now at Paris, but formerly 
in the monastery at Clermont, where it was acquired by 
Beza. A Graeco-Latin MS., like its namesake of the 
Gospels, the Greek being on the left. One column to 
a page, with very short cola, so that the Greek and Latin 
closely correspond. At the same time the scribe has been 
very faithful to his exemplar in both, so that the two texts 
are practically independent, and the Latin (d,) has the 
value of an Old Latin MS.; and it exhibits the same text 
as that of the quotations of Lucifer of Cagliari, which 
points to Sardinia as the place of origin. In the longer 
epistles, however, the text has been affected by the Vulgate. 
Contains the Pauline epistles with small lacunae, Phd. 
following Col., and Heb., Philem. Before Heb. (which was 
not accepted into the O.L. Canon, and forms a sort of 


1 Hastings’ Dict. Bible, extra vol., p. 525. 
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appendix at the end of the MS.) is written a more ancient | 
list of the number of s#ichoi in each book of the New 
Testament, in which Hed. and Phil. are omitted, and the — 
books are named in a very unusual order: Mat., John, — 
Mk.,. Lk.,- Rom., 1} 2: Cor.; Gal; Eph, 1,-2 Tum; Tita 
Philem., 1, 2 Pet., Jam., 1, 2, 3 John, Jude, Ep. Barnabas, 
Apoc., Acts, Shepherd, Acts of Paul, Apoc. of Pet. It 
belongs to the sixth century. It was corrected by several 
hands; and after the fifth corrector a transcript of it was 
made which survives under the name codex Sanger- 
manensis (E.). 

Codex Augiensis (F,). At Trinity College, Cambridge, 
formerly in the monastery of Reichenau (Augia Dives) on 
an island in Lake Constance. A Graeco-Latin MS., with 
the Latin always on the outside. Two columns to a page. 
Contains the Pauline epistles with lacunae, Heb. being 
entirely lacking in the Greek. It belongs to the end of the 
ninth century. 

Codex Boernerianus (G,). At Dresden. Named after 
C. F. Boerner, who bought it in 1705. Part of the same 
MS. as codex Sangallensis (4) of the Gospels, and copied 
from the same exemplar as the slightly earlier F,, while 
the corrector of F, seems to have had G, before him. 
Contains, with lacunae, the Pauline epistles except Heb. 
There is an interlinear Latin translation, but the Latin is 
so largely assimilated to the Greek that it is of no value. 
It belongs to the end of the ninth century. 


APOCALYPSE 


Dr. Charles! has attempted to work out the relative 
value of the uncials containing the Apocalypse, i. e. the first 
six of the following MSS., which are placed in the order of 
value as estimated by him. 

A (see below) x C P, (see above). 


Revelation, vol. i, pp. clx—clxxxiii. 
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Codex Vaticanus 2066 (B,, Gregory 046). Inthe Vatican. 
Contains the Apocalypse, in company with some small 
writings of Basil, Greg. Nyss.,and other Fathers. Accord- 
ing to Charles it represents what he calls the cursive, as 
against the uncial, type of text; but it compares favourably 
with s, considering its late date. It belongs to the eighth 
century. 

Codex Athous, Pantokrator 44 (Swete 186, Gregory 051). 
On Mt. Athos. Contains Rev. xi. 15-xiii. 1; xili. 3-xxil. 7; 
XXll. 15-21 in uncial script, each few verses being followed 
by the comments of Andreas in cursive (see Swete, Apoca- 
lypse, p. cxcv). It belongs to the tenth century. 

Codex Athous, Panteleemon 183 (Charles 052). At 
Thessalonica. Contains Rev. vil. 16—viii. 14, with 
Andreas’ comments. It belongs to the tenth century. 

Codex 38 (Charles 2020). At the Vatican. Its text stands 
close to that of P,. It belongs to the fifteenth century. 

Codex g5 (Charles 2040). At Parham, formerly on Mt. 
Athos. Charles says that its text is better after xi. 8 than 
before. It belongs to the eleventh or twelfth century. 

An Old Latin text almost in a Cyprianic form is found in 
h,as in the Acts; and it is found in the very full quotations 
of Primasius in the sixth century. A late form is seen in 
m; see under Gospels. A late European text is extant in 
g. Unlike the epistles, Acts and Afoc. in their Latin texts 
did not suffer from the fourth-century revision. 


Byzantine 


Codex Alexandrinus (A). At the British Museum. Given 
to the English king Charles I in 1621 by Cyril Lucar, 
patriarch of Constantinople, formerly of Alexandria. He 
had taken the MS. with him on his translation, and it has 
therefore been assumed until recently that its original home 
and place of writing was Alexandria ; hence its name. But 
it is now thought, with much more likelihood, to have 
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come from the East—either from Constantinople, whence 
it found its way to Mt. Athos, and thence to Alexandria 
(Burkitt, Journ. Theol. Stud. xii. 603 ff.), or, as Streeter 
suggests (The Four Gospels, p. 120), from some place like 
Caesarea or Berytus (Beyrout), half-way between Antioch 
and Alexandria. Two columns to a page. Contains the 
Old and New Testaments, but in the latter has lost Matt. i.— 
xxv. 6; John vi. 50-viii. 52; 2 Cor. iv. 13-xii. 7. It con- 
tains also z, 2 Clement, and originally included the Psalms 
of Solomon, which is now lost, together with the last two 
sheets of 2 Clement. It is the earliest MS. which contains 
a text in the Gospels which approximates to the text of 
Lucian’s revision. Inthe rest of the New Testament it has 
an Alexandrian element. It belongs to the fifth century. 

Codex Basiliensis (E). At Basle. One column toa page. 
Contains the Gospels. The text is Byzantine, but von 
Soden claims for it a slight ‘Ferrar’ admixture. It be- 
longs to the eighth century. 

Codex Vaticanus 354 (S). At the Vatican. Contains the 
Gospels. It is one of the earliest dated MSS., having 
a note stating that it was written by a monk named 
Michael in 949. 

Codex Moscuensis (V). At Moscow, to which it was 
taken from the Vatopedi monastery on Mt. Athos. Con- 
tains the Gospels. It belongs to the ninth century. Sand 
V are the two MSS. which probably contain the purest 
Byzantine text. 

Codex Mutinensis (H,). At Modena, in the grand ducal 
library. Contains the Acts with lacunae. (The Cath. and 
Paul. epp. were supplied by a cursive hand of the fifteenth 
or sixteenth century.) It belongs to the ninth century. 

Codex Angelicus Romanus (L,). At Rome, in the library 
of the Augustinian monastery. Contains Acts (from viii. 
10), Cath., and Paul. (to Heb. xiii. 10). It belongs to the 
ninth century. 
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Codex Porphyrianus Chiovensis (P,). See under Acés. 

Codex Mosquensis (K,). At Moscow, formerly on Mt. 
Athos. Contains the Catholic and Pauline epistles. It 
belongs to the ninth century. 


Versions 


The material for the three primary versions has been 
described above—the Coptic, Old Syriac, and Old Latin, 
representing the Alexandrian, Eastern and Western types 
of text respectively. The versions now to be mentioned 
are less important for critical purposes. They were re- 
visions or translations reflecting (except the Vulgate) late 
forms of the Greek text, when the Antioch—Constantinople 
or Byzantine type was dominant. 

Latin Vulgate. This stands by itself, being based on the 
Old Latin, but revised according to good Alexandrian 
MSS. It was Jerome’s revision of the many and various 
Old Latin texts which existed before his day, made (383- 
400) at the request of Pope Damasus. The fullest account 
of its history and MSS. can be seen in the article ‘ Vulgate’ 
in Hastings’ Dict. of the Bible, by Dr. H. J. White. The 
whole number of its MSS. cannot be less than 8,000. But 
it is only in the Gospels that the text can really be called 
Vulgate, as Jerome’s revision of the other books was very 
slight and cursory. Dr. White selects 181 which he 
groups and describes; and of these 4o are contained in 
the list in the edition of the Vulgate N.T. by Wordsworth- 
White. 

The best group is the Northumbrian, traceable to the 
schools of Wearmouth and Jarrow, founded in the seventh 
century by Benedict Biscop, and furthered by Ceolfrid, 
who was Abbot of both. 

Codex Amiatinus. This contains the purest known text 
of the Vulgate. It was written by Ceolfrid’s orders for 
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a gift to the Pope, i.e. thesee of Rome. Prefixed to itare 
some metrical dedicatory lines which have been found also 
in an anonymous life of Ceolfrid used by Bede. Butafter- 
wards, in the MS., the names Ceolfrid and the see of Rome 
were erased, and those of Peter Lombard and Monte 
Amiata were substituted regardless of the metre. Now 
in the Laurentian library at Florence. Two columns toa 


page. Contains the whole Bible. In the Gospels are — 


numbered the Ammonian sections, and in the Acts the 
second numeration found in s and B (see p. 371). It 
belongs to the early eighth century. : 

Codex Lindisfarnensis, known as the Lindisfarne Gos- 
pels. Inthe British Museum. It was written in honour 
of St. Cuthbert, who died in 687, and was preserved with 
his body. It therefore belongs to the late seventh or early 
eighth century. 

Codex Dunelmensis. In the Cathedral library at Durham. 
Contains the Gospels, but is valuable only in John. It be- 
longs to the seventh or eighth century. 

Codex Stonyhurstensis. At Stonyhurst College, for- 
merly at Durham. Contains John only. It belongs to the 
seventh century. 

Codex Fuldensis. At Fulda, in Germany. Contains the 
whole New Testament. The text is closely allied to that 
of the above group, though the MS. itself is not North- 
umbrian. Apart from its text it has a value of its own, 
since it contains, not the separate Gospels, but the arrange- 
ment of them in Tatian’s Diatessaron, the translation of the 
passages being taken from the Vulgate. It was written at 
the order of Victor, Bishop of Capua, in 541-6. 

Another group with a fairly good text of a different type 
is represented by: 

Codex Harleianus. In the British Museum. Contains 
the Gospels. It belongs to the sixth or seventh century. 
A similar type of text is seen in the ‘Canterbury MSS.’, 
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one in the Bodleian Library at Oxford, and one at Corpus 
Christi College, Cambridge. 

A third group is Irish, and includes: 

Codex Dublinensis, known as the Book of Armagh. Con- 
tains the New Testament, and also the apocryphal Epistle 
to the Laodiceans. It belongs to the eighth or ninth cen- 
tury. 

Codex Kenansis, known as the Book of Kells (Kells is 
another name of Kennana in Co. Meath), and famous for its 
extraordinarily elaborate and beautiful Celtic illuminations, 
and for being written in the most perfect existing Irish 
script. It belongs to the seventh or eighth century. 

There is also a Spanish group, and others with various 
degrees of mixture. 

Peshitta Syriac. This version, of which numerous MSS. 
remain, a few as early as the fifth century, was a revision 
of the Evangelion da-Mepharreshe made by Rabbula, 
Bishop of Edessa 411-35, soon after he became bishop, in 
order to conform its text more closely with the Antioch- 
Constantinople text that was then current, though it re- 
tains some Old Syr. readings. The name Peshitta means 
‘the Simple’, and ‘ was in use as early as the ninth or tenth 
century ; it has been conjectured that it originally served 
to distinguish the Syriac Vulgate of the Old and New 
Testaments from the Hexaplaric versions of the O.T. and 
the Harclean [see below] of the N.T., editions which were 
furnished with marginal variants and other critical appa- 
ratus’.! It is sometimes known as the Syriac Vulgate, 
because it was generally accepted by Syriac-speaking 
Christians. 

Philoxenian Syriac. A revision of the Peshitta, including 
the books which were absent from the latter, and based on 
the later current Greek text. It was made by a chorepi- 
scopos named Polycarp in 508 for Philoxenus, the Jacobite, 

1 Burkitt, Encycl. Bibl. 4999. 
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or Monophysite, Bishop of Mabbog or Hierapolis in eastern 
Syria, and used by the Monophysites. Philoxenian read- 
ings are probably to be found in MSS. of the subsequent 
revision that was made (see below), but the only texts of 
the original version that are known are that of the four 
shorter Catholic epistles (2 Peter, 2, 3 John, Jude) now 
usually printed with the Peshitta, and that of the Apoca- 
lypse brought to light by Dr. Gwynn, of Dublin, in 1897." 

Harclean Syriac. This was a revision of the Philoxenian 
made in 616 in Alexandria by another Monophysite bishop 
of Mabbog named Thomas of Heraclea (Harkel). He 
adopted the method of extreme literalness, forcing the 
Syriac into accordance with the Greek. It is remarkable 
also for notes in the margin giving variant readings from 
two or three Greek MSS. collated by Thomas at Alex- 
andria. In the Acts these are sometimes of considerable 
importance, the readings being taken from a MS. with 
a text akin to that of D. But the text itself is Byzantine 
practically throughout. Nearly forty MSS. of this version 
are known, and the Afocalypse belongs to it which was 
published by De Dieu in 1627, and is usually printed with 
the Peshitta. 

Palestinian (or ‘ Jerusalem’) Syriac. This has nothing 
to do with Jerusalem, nor is it, properly speaking, Syriac. 
It is a variety of the Western Aramaic almost identical 
with that of the Galilean Jews. The better name for it, 
therefore, would be ‘Jewish Aramaic’. Three complete 
Gospel lectionaries in this dialect are known, and fragments 
of at least two others, and of four continuous Gospel 
codices. There are also small fragments of Acts and Gal., 
and much later ones of lections from all parts of the Bible, 
except the Gospels. Burkitt ? has shown that it originates 
from Antioch, and was probably a product of the time 


1 The Apocalypse of St. John in a Syriac Version. 
® Journ. Theol. Stud. ii. 174-83. 
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when Justinian, in the sixth century, was trying to abolish 
the religion of the Samaritans, and Heraclius, early in the 
seventh, was harassing the Jews. The text is mixed, being 
often influenced by the Peshitta, but in the main following 
the Greek. 

Armenian. There were Armenian Christians in the 
middle of the third century, for Dionysius of Alexandria 
wrote to them, and their bishop was Meruzanes (Eus. 
H1. E. vi. 46). But their ecclesiastical language was Syriac, 
and an Armenian version did not appear till much later. 
Tradition ascribed it to Isaac and Mesrop (flor. 400). 
Whenever it was made, it was probably translated from 
Syriac MSS., as Dr. J. A. Robinson shows,! though this 
has been disputed. The critical value of the version was 
almost destroyed by a thorough revision in the fifth 
century from Greek MSS. with an Alexandrian text; but 
such traces of the original as remain show a text akin not 
to the Peshitta but to the Old Syriac. 

Georgian. This version would be valuable if we pos- 
sessed it in its original form, since it was made from the 
Old Syriac. It is that of the Iberian Church in the 
Caucasus, and was influenced both by Armenia and Con- 
stantinople. But the earliest MSS. of it date from the 
tenth century, when it was revised from the Greek, so that 
only the very scanty traces of its original text are of any 
value. 

Ethiopic. This version is in Ge’ez, the classical language 
of the Abyssinians, and was made in the fifth or sixth 
century from the Greek, but ‘many of the existing MSS., 
which are all very late, represent later revisions made from 
the mediaeval Arabic text current in Alexandria’ (Burkitt, 
Encycl. Bibl. 5012). Buta few traces of readings due to 
the Old Syriac remain, and the vocabulary has an Aramaic 
colouring. 

! Euthaliana, pp. 72-91. 
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Gothic. Ulphilas was bishop of the Goths 348-c. 380. 
He invented an alphabet for them, and then translated both ~ 
the Old and New Testament from the Greek. But the 
version was influenced from Latin sources, and the MSS. — 
that we possess contain a text which dates from the fifth 
century or later, when the Goths were in Italy and Spain, 
and appear to belong to north Italy. Of the New Testa- 
ment the Gospels and the Pauline epistles (except Hebrews), 
with many gaps, remain. The Gospels are in the Western 
order, and the MSS. contain both Western and Alex- 
andrian readings, but the text is mainly Byzantine. 


Patristic writings 

The writers whose text is known with sufficient accuracy 
for critical purposes are comparatively few, but the great 
majority of them support some form of Western text. 

Alexandrian. Origen (partly ; see pp. 422, 428), Athana- 
sius, Cyril. 

Eastern. Aphraates, Ephraem (where their readings are 
not influenced by Tatian’s Diatessaron), Origen (partly). 

Western. Justin, Tatian, Marcion, Irenaeus, Clement of 
Alexandria (predominantly ; but his text contains different 
elements whose sources have not yet been traced), Cyprian, 
Hilary, Lucifer, Ambrose, Augustine (where he was not 
using the Vulgate), Tyconius, Priscillian, Primasius (on the 
Apocalypse). 


§ 3. The History of Criticism 


Since the earliest days that differences between N.T. 
MSS. began to be observed, critics of the text have been 
divisible into two main classes according to the aim which 
they set before them in dealing with it. The one class is 
concerned to produce unity. An eclectic method is em- 
ployed in order to preserve all that is felt to be best in the 
multiplicity of texts. The other class aims at discovering, 
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at all costs, the text which is the nearest possible to the 
original. ‘The almost universal tendency of transcribers 
to make their text as full as possible, and to eschew 
omissions’ (Hort), is reflected in some early editors, but 
not in all. The two methods are ‘distinguished in an 
instructive passage of Eusebius, On the Discrepance of the 
Gospels, quoted by Hort:? ‘ For at this point [i. e. at xvi. 8, 
époBobvro yap] the end of the Gospel according to Mark is 


4 determined in nearly all the copies of the Gospel according 


to Mark; whereas what follows, being but scantily current, 
in some but not in all copies, will be redundant [i. e. as such 
should be discarded], and especially if it should contain 
a contradiction to the testimony of the other evangelists ... 
[That is the view of one class of critic.] While another, 
not daring to reject anything whatever that is in any way 
current in the Scripture of the Gospels, will say that the 
reading is double, as in many other cases, and that each 
[reading] must be received, on the ground that this finds 
no more acceptance than that, nor that than this, with 
faithful and discreet persons.’ The inclusive tendency, 
which is on a par with the harmonizing of commentators, 
is here sharply contrasted with what we think of as the 
critical method, the latter of which was chiefly character- 
istic of Alexandria, though there are MSS. outside Alex- 
andria which express a spirit of keen criticism. What 
were considered to be interpolations were carefully noted 
(both in pagan and Christian writings), and often obelized, 
or bracketed and dotted for deletion. The only course, 
however, open to an editor or commentator who desired 
as pure a text as possible was to employ the earliest MSS. 
he could find. This was doubtless what was done by the 
scholars Origen and Jerome, who fill so important a place 
in the history of the text. The latter claims to have used 
ancient Greek codices rather than the emended ones con- 
1 The New Testament in Greek, Append., p. 31. 
2594-6 pd 
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taining the revisions of Hesychius and Lucian. This, 
however, was not the bent of mind of the Christian 
world in general. The opposite tendency, which Eusebius 
evidently preferred, was followed by Lucian, who deliber- 
ately enriched his text with material drawn from MSS. of 
the main types which existed in his day. His revision 
was the earliest form of what became the standard text 
represented by the mass of MSS. that have come down to 
us, and in conformity with which nearly all Greek MSS. 
have, to a greater or less extent, been corrected. It was 
a text ‘smooth and readable in structure, and competently 
exact for all practical purposes’ (Warfield). And it con- 
tinued to be the text of Christendom, untouched by critical 
hands, till the Renaissance. 

Printed Editions. In 1514 was undertaken the first 
printed edition of the New Testament, that of Stunica in 
Cardinal Ximenes’ Complutensian (Alcala) Polyglott. But 
it was eight years before it saw the light. In the mean- 
time Erasmus, at Basle, prepared an edition in great haste 
to outstrip the other, and published it in 1516. He admitted 
himself that it was ‘precipitatum verius quam editum’. 
He used late mediaeval MSS. of the Byzantine text, its 
rival—when it appeared seven or eight years later—being 
based on earlier MSS. of the same text. Other editions 
followed, which were little more than reprints of these, 
especially of the Erasmian. In 1550 appeared the magni- 
ficent edition of Stephanus, printed in Paris, which was 
almost entirely Erasmian. And an unsatisfactory revision 
of this, in five successive editions, by the reformer Beza 
was printed in the beautiful Elzevir 24mo editions issued 
at Leyden in 1624, 1633, &c. In that of 1633 it was stated 
that it contained ‘the text now received by all’; and so 
the Stephanus-Elzevir text came to be known as the Textus 
Receptus, the Received Text, and is cited by the Greek 
symbol > (= st for Stephanus). And reprints of the 
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Stephanus or the Elzevir are the traditional text of the 
New Testament. No Greek text intended to reproduce 


_ exactly that which underlay our A.V. has ever been 


; 


printed. Beza’s fifth and last text, of 1598, was more 
likely than any other to be in their hands, but they some- 
times departed from it in retaining language inherited from 
Tyndale and his successors, which had been founded on 
the text of other Greek editions. They also adopted some 


a readings which Beza had mentioned in his notes, and 


others, perhaps, on independent grounds. (The R.V. in 
1881 was translated from a text produced by a compromise 
between ‘the text presumed to underlie the Authorized 
Version’ and the text of Westcott and Hort.) 

An impetus seems to have been given to the critical 
study of the text by the presentation to King Charles I of 
the codex Alexandrinus (A) in 1628. Nevertheless for two 
centuries no attempt was made to produce an edition 
independent of the Textus Receptus, and based upon the 
best MSS., because the material for it was as yet almost 
non-existent. One edition after another appeared in which 
the editors. tried to revise the T.R. with the help of the 
MSS. that were coming to light. This stage of textual 
criticism lasted from 1657 to 1831, the chief editions being 
those of Walton’s Polyglott (1657), Fell (1695), Mill (1707), 
Wells (1709-19), all English scholars; and then a succes- 
sion of German ones : Bengel (1734), Wetstein (1751, 1752), 
Griesbach (1775-1827), Matthaei (1782-8), and Scholtz 
(1830-6). The most important of these were those of 
Bengel and Griesbach, the latter being helped by sugges- 
tions of Semler, and by the need of reinforcing his position 
in 1811 against theories of Hug. 

But in 1831 Lachmann began to work upon scientific 
principles laid down more than a century before by the 
genius of Bentley, whose intention of producing an edition 
had not found fulfilment. He constructed a text directly 
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from ancient documents without regard to printed editions, — 


and issued better editions in 1842-50. He was immediately 
followed by Tischendorf (1840-72), whose eighth edition, 
published in. parts in 1864 and 1872, is still the chief store- 
house of variant readings. The last important edition 
before that of Westcott and Hort was that of Tregelles, 
in parts from 1857-79. 

The advance in the science of criticism was made possible 
by the continuous discovery of fresh material, which led 
to the recognition that MSS. were to be classified according 
to the type of text which they contained. Bentley saw 
. that they could be divided broadly into an earlier and 
a later class, i.e. as we can now call them, pre-Byzantine 
and Byzantine. Bengel accepted this division, calling 
them African and Asiatic. But he went further and per- 
ceived that the earlier was not homogeneous, and he 
divided it into two families represented by codex A and 
the Old Latin. He recognized also that his ‘African’ on 
the whole was of more value than his ‘ Asiatic’. Griesbach 
anticipated modern results with great acuteness by naming 
the latter class Constantinopolitan, and the two families of 
the former Alexandrian and Western. Not only so, but 
he was the first to perceive with any clearness that 
different families were, in some cases, represented in 
different parts of the same MS.; and he even dimly 
detected the hardest part of the problem—the mixture of 
texts of different types in the texts of MSS. The Alexan- 
drian and Western he held to have been types at least as 
early as the third century, and the Constantinopolitan not 
earlier than the fourth or fifth. From the work of Hug it 
became clearer that the Western text had a wide and 
early currency ; but he thought that it was a corrupt text 
universally current in the second century, of which the 
existing MSS. (except D) represented three revisions. 
Tregelles helped to substantiate scientifically the fact that 
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Griesbach’s Alexandrian and Western texts were earlier 
than, and superior to, the Constantinopolitan. Thus the 
increase of material, and a growing insight into true 
methods, prepared the way for the work of Westcott and 
Hort, which must next be studied. 


§ 4. Westcott and Hort 


The principles on which their edition is constructed are 
set forth by Hort in an Jutroduction and Appendix, which 
form the second volume of their The New Testament in the 
Original Greek (Cambridge and London, 1882); and those 
principles were summarized at the end of both the larger 
and smaller edition of their text. A second and corrected 
impression of the former appeared in December 1881, and 
the latter (a reprint of the former) in 1887. 

The principles are of permanent validity ; and scholar- 
ship owes a heavy debt to the two great Cambridge men 
for their clear grasp and formulation of them. But since 
science never stands still, their application of them has 
undergone some modification in the last forty years by 
further study and the discovery of fresh material. 

The first thing to be done is to recognize the different 
kinds of evidence available for determining a given 
reading. 

Internal Evidence of Readings. The most rudimentary 
form of criticism, when variant readings present them- 
selves, is to adopt the one which seems to be the most 
probable. But even this cannot be done without weighing 
two kinds of probability—intrinsic and transcriptional. 

(a) Intrinsic Probability. The reader may consider the 
context, the grammar, the style of the author and his 
manner in other passages; and may decide, with regard 
to a given reading, either by itself or in comparison with 
other readings, what he thinks that the author meant to 
say. The trained reader will be more likely to arrive at 
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the truth than the untrained. But an author does not 
always express himself in the best way possible; and 
what the reader imagines he must have said may some- 
times be an improvement, but textually a corruption, of his 
actual words. And it may all too frequently happen that 
a reader does not fully understand the mind or the circum- 
stances or the purposes of the author, so that he may 
corrupt without improving his words. 

(b) Transcriptional Probability. This is a safer, because 
less subjective, basis of criticism. There are certain 
causes of corruption, mentioned on p. 364f., which seem 
generally to operate in manual transcription of any kind. 
What Hort calls ‘observed proclivities of average copyists’ 
allow of generalizations on which transcriptional prob- 
ability can be based. And the greater the experience of 
the trained reader in these sources of corruption, the more 
safely will he deal with this class of probability. But pro- 
clivities are awkward things to judge. It is extremely 
difficult for the most highly trained reader to determine 
which of various impulses may have acted upon a scribe. 
That which actually did may not have been the one which 
the reader might think the strongest, On the other hand, 
the reading which appeals to him as intrinsically the best 
may be only that which the scribe felt to be an improve- 
ment, and was therefore, in fact, a corruption. But in 
practice the two kinds of probability are not often in 
antagonism, because an ancient scribe was seldom able to 
make an ‘improvement’ which to the literary and histori- 
cal sense of the trained student in modern times appears 
really better than the original. Transcriptional probability 
is chiefly of value when the trained student can feel the 
superiority of a given reading, and yet has reasons for 
thinking that an ancient scribe would probably prefer 
a variant. In such cases, which are of frequent occur- 
rence, the mutual help of the two kinds of probability can 


WESTCOTT AND HORT 407 


be of the utmost help in connexion with other methods of 
criticism. But when they coincide, and no likely cause can 
be assigned for the existence of a variant, then other 
methods must be sought to arrive at a decision. 

Internal Evidence of Documents. An important part of 
the weighing of evidence is to consider whether a witness 
is normally credible and trustworthy ; and the inquiry into 
the character and antecedents of a document offers a safer 
criterion than the mere balancing of probabilities, because 
it deals more with objective fact, and less with personal 
surmise. One fact about a MS. which can be determined 
with approximate accuracy is its date. Sometimes a scribe 
actually dated it. Sometimes the date is fixed within more 
or less narrow limits by external facts or records. More 
often the century, at least, to which it belongs is learned 
from the palaeographical details of the MS. itself. It is far 
from being a final criterion, because a late MS. may have 
been copied immediately from an early one. But broadly 
speaking, the later a MS. the greater the number of cor- 
ruptions it is likely to have inherited. The date, however, 
can be only a general guide, and by itself is useless in 
determining which is the better of two variants. 

Here begins the first serious labour of the textual critic. 
He must not be content with deciding upon reading after 
reading, as they occur, on the lines of Probability. He 
must do so for the entire document in such a way that he 
becomes acquainted with its character as a whole, inti- 
mately enough to be able to gauge its relative value as 
compared with that of other documents which he has 
similarly studied. There is only a certain proportion of 
its variants on which he can, at first reading, decide from 
Internal Evidence. There will be many others which 
have left him in doubt; but on studying them again, he 
finds that his valuation of the MS. as awhole helps to turn 
the scale in several places. If he has come to feel that the 
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MS. as a whole is good, he will be predisposed’ to prefer 
its readings in many instances where the Internal Evidence 
was not clear enough for a decision. That is an important 
factor in Westcott and Hort’s system. 

And yet no single document is free from errors. The 
student may feel certain that Internal Evidence sometimes 
condemns a reading in a ‘good’ document ; but where his 
two lines ‘of evidence are in conflict, nothing but personal 
caprice can lead him to follow either if he did not possess 
a further criterion. Documents are never good or bad 
absolutely, but only comparatively, each having its obvious 
slips of scribes or translators. A good text was sometimes 
very badly transcribed, and vice versa. 

But there are further difficulties. A document con- 
taining more books than one may have been copied from 
more exemplars than one, which may have been of various 
degrees of excellence. Or—the most perplexing of all— 
a document may contain a mixed text, i. e. its text may be 
the result of an irregular combination of two or more 
texts belonging to different lines of transmission. So that 
the words ‘good’ and ‘bad’ cannot be applied to the 
document as a whole, but only to this or that element 
which has come to it from entire lines of textual ancestry. 

Lastly, the Internal Evidence of Documents decreases 
in utility when, with the increase of the number of docu- 
ments, several of them appear on general grounds to be 
‘good’, and yet are in disagreement with each other, when 
the student is again reduced to the uncertainties of personal 
judgment. 

Internal Evidence of Groups. Hort places this last, after 
the next type of evidence, because it would naturally come 
last in the order of discovery. But logically it must be 
placed at this point in the evolving of safe critical method. 
If the general value of one document can be gauged in 
relation to others by an examination of all its readings in 
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the light of Probability, it must be possible similarly to 
gauge the general value of a given group of documents in 
relation to other groups. 

This has two advantages over the internal evidence of 
a single document: (1) If a document has a mixed text, 
i.e. contains elements derived from different ancestries, it 
can be ascertained which elements have descended to 
every member of the group that is being studied, and 
which have not. And thus the various mixed elements in 
a document can be studied separately as though a different 
document were being studied in each case, because 
every reading (accident apart) goes back to a previous 
document from which it is derived. (2) A very small 
group can be found ‘good’, while a very large one may 
be ‘bad’. The counting of documents can play no part 
at all in textual criticism. All documents which contain 
a reading have inherited that reading from a common 
ancestor. ‘Community of reading’, as Hort says, ‘implies 
community of origin.’ But it should be observed that 
community in a true reading may imply only the common 
descent from the autograph. ‘The only kind of consent 
between documents that shows community of origin [sc. 
short of the autograph] is community in error’ (Burkitt). 
And so we are led to the best and surest kind of evidence 
that critics have learnt to use. 

Genealogical Evidence. To gauge rightly the value of 
a group in relation to other groups, it is necessary to know 
the genealogical relationship of all documents to each 
other. If of ten documents containing the same work nine 
of them coincide in a reading, while the tenth has a variant, 
the subjective weighing of probability between group and 
group is far from adequate. For the nine might all have 
been copies of the same document, in which case the 
choice would not be between nine and one, but between 
two single documents. Or the nine might all have been 
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copied from the tenth, and their variations are nothing but — 
corruptions, and as far as those ten are concerned the 
reading of the tenth is to be preferred. But the former 
case affords the better opportunity for the critic, because — 
the two single documents point back to a common source, 
i.e. a point nearer to the autograph. Or, once more, the 
nine might be found to fall into two sets, five descended 
from one lost ancestor and four from another; and in that 
case the five and the four and the one resolve themselves 
into three single documents, and the process of tracing back 
would continue. 

Let us suppose that there are three groups a, f, and y ; 
and that in a large number of cases in which we are con- 
fronted by triple variants the documents in the three groups 
are found normally or frequently arrayed together in sup- 
port of them respectively. This teaches us that for a large 
proportion of their text the documents in each group have 
a common ancestor. Or it may happen that in a large 
number of other cases one of these groups is divided 
against itself, and each division of it must have had its own 
ancestor. Where there has been no mixture the ancestor 
from which the whole group has inherited a reading stands 
nearer to the autograph than the ancestor from which 
a division has inherited its reading. Again, let us suppose 
that «' and x? are copies of x, and that y! and 4” are copies 
of y. Where there has been no mixture the xs can side 
against the ys; x’ or x? can go over to the ys; and y! or 
can go over to the xs; but neither xy! nor xy? can side 
together against the other two; these are cross-combina- 
tions due to mixture. 

Mixture. This greatly increases the complexity of the 
task. From a variety of causes readings were intro- 
duced into MSS. not from their proper line of descent 
but from one or more other lines. In this case there is 
no homogeneous text which can be traced back to an 
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ancestor but different elements in a document, as has been 
said, each element representing, as it were, a separate 
document whose ancestor must be traced. One result is 
that the ancestor of the larger or more complex group 
cannot necessarily be assumed to stand nearer to the auto- 
graph than the ancestor of the smaller, because readings 
which had only previously a narrow distribution may have 
been given, in comparatively late times, a wide extension by 
favourable circumstances. The first step, then, is obviously 
to recognize mixture when we meet it. This is done most 
easily in the case of ‘conflate’ readings, i.e. where two 
variants are combined into one whole, forming a third 
reading. It is far more likely that the third is a combina- 
tion of the other two, than that the other two are indepen- 
dent simplifications of the third. If, then, we note a 
considerable number of conflate readings, and find prac- 
tically the same groups of documents supporting the two 
shorter readings and the conflate reading respectively, 
we learn that the third group is certainly tainted with mix- 
ture, while the other two contain at least portions of two 
ancient texts which were eventually mixed together. The 
groups are seldom quite constant, though there is gener- 
ally a nucleus of documents within them which is. But we 
feel certain that the documents, say in a group a, which 
habitually supports conflates, witness to a later and less 
pure text than those from which they are habitually absent, 
say Band y. But mixture does not always reveal itself in 
conflation. Two variants might frequently occur which 
could not possibly be combined into one. One of the two, 
say the reading of group 8, is simply taken over into the 
documents which habitually favour conflates (group a). 
But since these are known, the real evidence for the two 
readings in the case of mixture remains as before. On the 
other hand, in so far as its readings are not due to mixture, 
the ancestor of group a was a MS. in the same line 
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of transmission as the ancestor of group 8, and becomes an 
additional witness for the 6 reading. 

True and false readings. We now know the way in 
_ which the existing documents reveal their ancestry. But 
it remains to be seen how far this enables us to distinguish 
true from false readings. First, it is obvious that if a 
MS. A is extant we can disregard all its descendants. 
Apart from mixture, all readings in which they differ 
from A are wrong, except in the rare cases where a 
scribe may have hit upon the true reading by pure acci- 
dent when 4 is wrong. If a MS. B, with a different 
text, has no descendants, and A has.a dozen, a reading 
in the latter must not be reckoned as having a probability 
of 13 to 1; it is simply 4 against B. If A is lost, its 
descendants still have only the weight of one document 
against 6; but we must use their evidence in such a way 
that we can detect the errors which have been introduced 
into them since 4 before we compare them with B; that 
is to say we must reconstruct 4 from them. In practice, 
however, we do not start from classified MSS.; we have 
to discover which belong to the same families by an 
examination of their common readings, and thus recon- 
struct the ancestors of the various groups which may dis- 
close themselves. The following genealogical tree is given 
by Hort as an illustration (/utrod., p. 54): 
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O is a MS. descended from the autograph; and the 
use of this tree, therefore, will take us no nearer to the 
autograph than QO. If, from another set of MSS., we 
could reconstruct another ancestor P, then O and P 
would point back to ¢hezr common ancestor Q, nearer to 
the autograph. But when we have worked back with all 
the available evidence to the earliest ancestors we can, and 
have not yet reached the autograph, it is clear that genea- 
logical evidence can help us no farther. And yet the 
period between the autograph and the earliest traceable 
ancestor was that in which it was most easy for corruptions 
to appear, because the books had not begun to be con- 
sidered sacred. That is the position in which we are left 
with regard to every book of the New Testament. The 
number and complexity of the Gospel codices take us 
farther back than those of any other book ; but in the last 
resort we are obliged to be content with subjective con- 
siderations, and fall back on the internal evidence of docu- 
ments and groups. 

But it is important to understand why complexity can 
be a help and not a hindrance. In Hort’s imaginary tree, 
all cases in which (say) the y group agrees with that of the 
de groups against the a8 groups, the ef readings can be 
rejected (except in the cases of mixture or accidental 
coincidence), because, while a corruption can have occurred 
in an intermediate ancestor of a, it is possible for y and 
de to coincide only by having received the reading through 
X and Y from O. And there is nothing (except mixture 
and accident) to make #@ agree with the autograph against 
O. The same is true when any one of a, B, y, 6, « stands 
against the others, or when (by mutual mixture among 
descendants of X antecedent to a, B, y) any two of a, B, y 
stand against the others. The consent of Y with any part 
of the descendants of X leads back through O to the 
autograph. The same must be true, therefore, in the last 


a 


414 TEXTUAL CRITICISM 


generation, when any one of the five lesser sets is divided 
against itself. 

But lastly, if mixture comes in from another line of 
descent than that of O, quite different conclusions may be 
reached. If, say, y sides with de against af, it may be that 
y and Y have both been affected by mixture, so that the 
reading of a8 may be that of X and of O. Ora may have 
received a mixture from a text independent of O, and this 
rival to O may have preserved the true reading of the 
autograph. But these suppositions need be entertained 
only when the reading in question is actually found in 
fairly numerous MSS., or when there is other good ground 
for supposing that mixture from without exists. 

Such are the principles underlying the work of Westcott 
and Hort. Their /utroduction elaborates them, but this 
may serve as a summary of their main argument. Their 
application of them to the then known documents must 
now be sketched. 


APPLICATION OF PRINCIPLES 


The ‘ Syrian’ Text. An overwhelming proportion of the 
readings common to the great mass of Greek MSS.—cur- 
sives and late uncials—is identical with those of Chrysos- 
tom’s quotations, of his fellow-pupil Theodorus, and their 
teacher Diodorus. The first named spent the last ten 
‘years of his life first at Constantinople as bishop and then 
wandering as an exile ; the second was at Mopsuestia ; and 
the third at Tarsus ; but all three belonged to, and worked 
at, Antioch. Thus the fundamental text of late Greek 
MSS. generally is that which was dominant in the second 
half of the fourth century, which Hort calls ‘ Antiochian 
or Graeco-Syrian’. The varying degrees of corruption of 
our better MSS. cannot be understood unless it is realized 
that this ‘Syrian’ text was either contemporary with, or 
earlier than, the oldest MSS. that have come down to us, 
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_and that every one of them, with the single exception of B, 
has been to some extent affected by it. All the non-Syrian 
_ texts to be found in our MSS. are older than the Syrian. 
To prove this Hort examined: (1) eight conflate readings ; 


(2) ante-Nicene patristic quotations; (3) the internal evidence 


of Syrian readings. 1. In each case two short readings 


are found in two different groups of documents, and they 


_are conflated in a third. And in each case the ancestors 


from which the two former groups were descended were 


older than that of the third group. He names them 
‘Neutral and Alexandrian’, ‘ Western’, and ‘ Syrian’ re- 
spectively. 2. On patristic writings he sums up by saying, 
‘ Before the middle of the third century, at the very earliest, 
we have no historical signs of the existence of readings, 
conflate or other, that are marked as distinctively Syrian 
by the want of attestation from groups which have pre- 
served the other ancient forms of text’. 3. The authors of 
the Syrian text selected or combined, with many altera- 
tions of their own, the readings of at least three earlier 
forms of text, an Alexandrian, a Western, and a third. 
The net result is that a reading which is distinctively 
Syrian is worthless. And in the case of any other reading 
the ancestor of the Syrian text has the value of only one 
MS. siding with the group which contains that reading. 
’ The Western Text. Hort wrote before enough material 
was available for a just appreciation of the nature of the 
text to which was given this name, which came down from 
Griesbach. He holds it in lower esteem than that which 
it has gained in recent times. He admits that ‘it is not 
uncommon to find one, two, or three of the most indepen- 
dent and most authentically Western documents’ attesting 
‘a state of the Western text when some of its characteristic 
corruptions had not yet arisen, and others had’. But this 
means that in some such cases they must attest the earliest 
known readings, and probably more often than he was 
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willing to admit. Of characteristic corruptions he names 
three: (a2) Readings due to a love of paraphrase. (6) Non- 
Biblical alterations and additions. (c) Assimilations, e. g. 
between parallel passages of the Old Testament, of Ephe- 
stans and Colossians, of Jude and 2 Peter, and above all of 
the first three Gospels. So he concludes that ‘whatever 
be the merits of individual Western readings, the Western 
texts generally are due to a corruption of the apostolic 
texts’. He recognizes their merit, however, in a small 
number of passages, all (except Matt. xxvii. 49) in the last 
three chapters of Luke, where he believes interpolation to 
have taken place in all non-Western texts, but not in the 
Western. He names these ‘ Western non-interpolations’. 
But the trend of modern criticism is to recognize a larger 
number of passages in which the Western text has escaped 
interpolation where all other texts have suffered. 

The Alexandrian Text. It is not unnatural that a purer 
text should have been preserved at Alexandria with its 
exact grammatical School. Readings which are pre- 
Syrian and non-Western find the great bulk of their sup- 
port in writers connected with Egypt, especially Alexandria 
and neighbouring places in north Egypt. But not there 
only. Early non-Western readings were preserved in 
various degrees of purity in regions remote from Alex- 
andria. Hort held, therefore, that it was misleading to use 
the term ‘Alexandrian’ for all such readings. It must be 
applied to those readings which are normally supported by 
distinctively Alexandrian authorities. ‘The more startling 
characteristics of Western corruption are almost wholly 
absent from the Alexandrian readings. . . . The changes 
made have usually more to do with language than matter, 
and are marked by an effort after correctness of phrase. 
They are evidently the work of careful and leisurely hands, 
and not seldom display a delicate philological tact which 
unavoidably lends them at first sight a deceptive appear- 
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ance of originality.’ Thus the Alexandrian text, from 


3 Hort’s point of view, was mostly the result of Alexandrian 
_ corrections. 


The ‘ Neutral’ Text. There are, then, readings which 


are pre-Syrian, but neither Western nor Alexandrian. 


They may be seen, for example, when documents normally 
Western attest non-Western readings in opposition to 
other Western MSS., in cases where mixture seems to be 
improbable. Such documents attest a state of the text 
when it had been only partially Westernized, and pre- 
suppose an earlier text which was not Western at all. 
And they can be seen most instructively when both the 
Western and Alexandrian texts err, ‘ especially when they 
severally exhibit independent modes of easing an apparent 
difficulty in the text antecedent to both’. No MS., version, 
or patristic writer preserves this text in its original purity ; 
it can be arrived at only by a delicate comparison of pre- 
Syrian groups. But the nearest approach to it is to be 
found in B (except in the Pauline epistles and Afoc.), and 
next to it, but a long way after, comes®. Of other MSS., 
which again come a long way after x, it may be said in 
general that those which have most Alexandrian readings 
usually have also most neutral readings. 

Modern criticism has only confirmed the fact that B 
contains a purer text than any other known MS., and that 


Westcott and Hort’s edition contained a purer text than 


any that preceded it. But their argument with regard to 
a neutral text has been called in question. More recent 
editors have, indeed, reached not dissimilar results by other 
methods. And these methods must now be studied. 


§ 5. Further Advance 


Like all scientific results, those reached by Westcott and 
Hort were a stepping-stone to more. Their solid contribu- 
tion was the safe foundation which they laid in the principle 
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that MSS. are to be judged not by their age, nor the 
numbers in which they support a given reading, but by the 
type of text which they exhibit, which enables them to be 
grouped genealogically. Salmon,! though he criticized 
their work, said that it could be called epoch-making quite 
as correctly as that of Darwin. And to a large extent the 
grouping which they mapped out holds good to-day. But 
since their time several discoveries have been made, and 
experts have been continuously at work, with the result 
that their conclusions are undergoing certain modifica- 
tions. 

Their first chief conclusion, which may be said to be 
permanently established, was that the text, generally 
speaking, of later MSS., which superseded all earlier 
texts, was the result of a revision which was officially, and 
became universally, approved. No MS. containing the 
actual text of the revision survives, but in a slightly modi- 
fied form it became authoritative throughout the Byzantine 
Empire from the ninth century. Hence the name ‘ Byzan- 
tine’, akin to Griesbach’s, is preferable to the name 
‘Syrian’, which Hort uses (which might be thought to 
have something to do with ‘ Syriac’), or ‘Antiochian’ as it 
is sometimes called. But it no doubt emanated from 
Antioch, since it was used, as has been said, by Chrysostom, 
who worked there for nearly twenty years, and by no 
writer before his date. In 398 he became Patriarch of 
Constantinople, where the text was speedily adopted. 
The revision was probably made about 300 by Lucian of 
Antioch, who was martyred there in 312. His authorship 
is supported by two statements of Jerome: 1. In his pre. 
face to his Vulgate Chronicles: ‘Alexandria and Egypt in 
their Septuagint extol the authority of Hesychius; Con. 
stantinople to Antioch approves the manuscripts containing 
the text of Lucian the martyr ; between these, the provinces 

* Some Thoughts on the Textual Criticism of the N.T., 1897, P. 5. 
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of Palestine read the codices edited by Origen, which 
Eusebius and Pamphilus published. The whole world is 
thus divided between a threefold variety.” 2. In his pre- 
face to his Vulgate Gospels he speaks of the multitude of 
differences in Latin MSS., which must be corrected from 
the fountain-head of the Greek ; but he will have nothing 
to do with the versions of Lucian and Hesychius, of which 
he speaks very slightingly. From the modern point of 
view the revision had deplorable results. Once an ap- 
proved text had been issued, corrections were gradually 
made in earlier MSS. to bring them into conformity with 
it; and of their descendants, the Greek MSS. that we 
possess, not one (except probably B) escaped the infection. 

The revision was felt to be necessary because two cen- 
turies of corruption had produced a bewildering variety of 
texts. But when the unrevised elements in our MSS. are 
examined, the texts are found to belong severally to certain 
areas. In the two centuries during which the books were 
only gradually becoming recognized as inspired, the MSS. 
were subject to all the ordinary mistakes and corruptions 
of scribes, most of whom were not trained copyists but 
poor and often ignorant amateurs. ‘As soon as there were 
numerous copies of a book in circulation in the same area, 
one copy would constantly be corrected by another, and 
thus within that area a general standard of text would be 
preserved. But what we have to consider is that it is 
unlikely that the errors in the first copy of the Gospel of 
John, for example, which reached Rome would be the 
same as those in the first copy which came to Alexandria ; 
and as each of these would become the parent of most 
other copies used in those respective cities, there would, 
from the very beginning, be some difference between the 
local texts of Rome and Alexandria.’ ‘In this way local 
texts would inevitably develop, not only in the greater, but 
also in the smaller centres of Christianity. But along with 
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a growing veneration for the text as that of inspired 
Scripture, there would come a tendency, whenever a new 
copy of the Gospels for official use in the public services 
was wanted, to lay more and more stress on the importance 
of having an accurate text. This would naturally result in 
the smaller churches obtaining new copies from the greater 
metropolitan sees, since these would be thought likely to 
possess a pure text. From these any copies in private 
hands in the smaller churches would be corrected. Thus 
the local texts of smaller churches would tend to become 
assimilated to those of the greater centres in their imme- 
diate neighbourhood’ (Streeter). 

When we look for local texts we find three, at any rate, 
represented in the Coptic, Syriac, and Latin versions, 
which would be needed for missionary work in the areas 
where those languages were respectively spoken, i.e. in 
Egypt, in Mesopotamia, and in Italy, Gaul, and Africa. 
And they would be translated, for the most part, from 
Greek MSS. which had developed each its different type 
of text in its own area. The descendants of those MSS. 
may have suffered, in different ways and degrees, mixture 
and assimilation to the Byzantine standard; but we may 
antecedently expect to find, by genealogical methods, 
types of text which may be called Alexandrian, Eastern, 
and Western. 


(a) ALEXANDRIAN 


The earliest Father whose writings afford any evidence 
of the text current in Alexandria is Clement. The text of 
his quotations is rather a puzzle when compared with that 
of Alexandrian MSS. P. M. Barnard! shows that it is 
strongly coloured by ‘Western’ elements. But he had 
travelled in south Italy, as well as in Syria and Palestine, 
before he went to Alexandria. And Streeter (of. cit., p. 57 £,) 

* Texts and Studies, v. 5, Cambridge, 1899. 
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suggests that he took with him thither a Western text, and 
becoming familiar with an Alexandrian text which he heard 
read in church, he used Alexandrian readings when he 
quoted from his memory of what he heard, but Western 
readings when he used his own MSS. brought from Italy. 
Further, that his pupils may have noted some of his 
Western readings, which thus became perpetuated in the 
Alexandrian text. But this does not explain all the 
phenomena. There are also readings which he may have 
brought from the East, and which point to pre-Origenian 
types of which little is known. 

Origen is the first Biblical scholar who is known to have 
interested himself in textual matters. But while his work 
on the LXX is well known, there is no clear evidence that 
he revised the text of the New Testament. And yet he 
was not a man who would be likely to accept the popular 
text without critical caution. What we do know is that 
a type of text emerged at Alexandria which can be found 
in no writer before Origen, and which it is reasonable to 
suppose was due to some action on his part. If not, we 
must simply suppose that it was the old text of Alexandria 
of which no representative earlier than Origen is known. 
But it is more probable that he unearthed some ancient 
MS. very free from the ubiquitous corruptions that Hort 
styled ‘Western’, and on the basis of this primitive Alex- 
andrian text he based his revision. In either case what we 
have to deal with is a local text, which is probably nearer 
to the original, as a whole, than any other local text. But 
there is an increasing agreement among scholars that it 
cannot be placed on quite so high a pedestal as Westcott 
and Hort placed their ‘ Neutral’ text, a transcendent text 
raised above local corruptions whether Western or Alex- 
andrian. Salmon?! complained that the name is ‘ question- 
begging’; founded on the quality of the text, it pre- 

1 Some Thoughts on the Textual Criticism of the N.T., p. 49. 
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supposes the final establishment of their theory. The 
strongest evidence for it comes, on their own showing, 
from Alexandria. But our conceptions of what they called 
Western have been altered by the discovery of the 
Sinaitic Syriac, and by the higher value which modern 
study places on the ancient versions, of which the Old 
Syriac and the Old Latin are older than our oldest 
MSS. Alexandrian scholars were on a higher level of 
education and training than any others, but might be ‘ for 
that reason the more exposed to the danger of treating the 
text of the Gospels on the same a priori methods as their 
heathen teachers and contemporaries treated the text of 
Homer’.!| When readings which can reasonably be re- 
garded as ‘Western’ corruptions in all parts of the world 
have been discarded, there remain readings in the local 
texts of Europe and Africa on the one hand, and the East 
on the other, which may, more frequently than Westcott 
and Hort imagined, be truer to the original than the 
Alexandrian. 

The text of Origen’s quotations is as puzzling as 
Clement’s, though for a different reason. Griesbach noted 
that the text of the quotations which Origen made from 
Mk. was different in his commentary on John from that 
in his later commentary on Matt. Streeter offers as an 
explanation of this the fact that after writing the first five 
books on John Origen left Alexandria and went to Caesarea 
in 231; he used an Alexandrian text while he was in Alex- 
andria, but in Caesarea he used a text more in conformity 
with the unrevised text of the East. It is curious that he 
should do so, leaving behind him the MSS. representing 
the pure type of text which he had preferred, if not re- 
stored, in Alexandria. (The text which Streeter thinks 
that he used in Caesarea will be studied later.) But it is 


‘ Turner, Theology, 1924, p. 222. And see his Textual Commentary 
on Marki, Journ. Theol. Stud, xxviii. 145-58. 
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a fact, whatever the explanation, that his Gospel text is not 
uniform in different writings. 

He had ardent followers both at Alexandria and at 
Caesarea. Pierius was a leading presbyter, and head of 
the Catechetical School at Alexandria in the last quarter 
of the century. He seems to have perpetuated Origen’s 
text, for Jerome refers to ‘Adamantii [i.e. Origen] et Pierii 
exemplaria’ (on Matt. xxiv. 36) as omitting the words ovéé 
6 vids. Nothing is known of MSS. of Pierius containing 
Origen’s recension. And Origen himself comments on the 
words. He is writing, it is true, in Caesarea, but he shows 
no knowledge that any MSS. omitted them. Jerome may 
have come across some later Egyptian MSS. in which 
a scribe had deleted them for doctrinal reasons, and thought 
that they represented Origen’s recension. 

Pamphilus had studied under Pierius, and then, like 
Origen, had gone to Caesarea, where he started a theo- 
logical school and library. If Origen had taken his Alex- 
andrian text with him, Pamphilus would be as anxious to 
perpetuate it as Pierius. We know that, in conjunction 
with Eusebius, he embodied Origen’s work on the LXX, 
and he was no doubt as active with regard to the New 
Testament. Of known MSS., that which makes the nearest 
approach to the text of Origen’s quotations is &. This 
codex, ‘before it went to Mount Sinai (presumably under 
the stress of the Mohammedan invasion in the seventh 
century), was almost certainly at Caesarea... . Now we 
happen to know that, at about the date to which palaeo- 
graphers ascribe the MS., the bishops Acacius and Euzoius 
of Caesarea, A. D. 340-66, were having recopied on vellum 
the decaying papyri of the library of their church. Buty, 
according to Dr. Streeter, does not give a Caesarean text. 
There must have been, therefore, some special reason for 
copying it. What reason so likely as to perpetuate the 
rolls which Origen, the greatest name in the traditions of 
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the local church and the particular hero of the local 
scholar and martyr, Pamphilus, had brought with him, 
rather more than a century earlier, from Alexandria ?' 

But there is an indication that another revision in 
Alexandria followed later. Jerome’s reference to Hesychius 
has been referred to above. Hort thought it possible that 
the Hesychian revision was represented by the group 
which he called distinctively ‘Alexandrian’. Bousset, on 
the other hand,? suggested that it was represented by B, 
the writing of which can have been only a few years 
after the revision. But the occasional Western, as against 
distinctively Alexandrian, readings in B render this doubt- 
ful. Whether it was the work of Hesychius or not, the 
text is on the lines of Origen’s, but with a more ruthless 
pruning away of every trace of ‘Western corruption’. 
That is to say, it is the early text of Alexandria refined in 
the crucible of Alexandrian scholarship, but not infected 
with the ‘Alexandrianisms’ found in the later local text. 

The MSS. of this later text suffered not only from the 
infiltration of ‘Western’, i.e. unrevised, elements, but from 
grammatical and stylistic ‘improvements’, such’ as would 
be natural in the home of classical scholarship. Even x is 
not quite exempt, but they are more frequent in C 33 2 
A (Mk.) ¥ (Mk.), and most frequently of all in L; they 
are found also in the quotations of Alexandrian writers, 
especially Cyril, and in the bohairic version. It was 
to a text of this type that Hort confined the name 
‘Alexandrian’, a ‘partially degenerate form of the B text’, 
as though the degeneracy in this direction constituted the 
Alexandrianism. Itis truer to say that the later Alexandrian 
text is a degenerate form of the earlier. It is throughout 
a local text, as Salmon long ago insisted. 

Finally, while Lucian’s recension, at the end of the third 


' Turner, Theology, 1924, p. 227. 
® Texte u. Untersuch. xi. 4. 92. 
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century, adhered more closely to the Alexandrian than to 
the Western text, the MSS. of the later Alexandrian text 
suffered, on the whole, more than the Western from 
‘corrections’ to bring them into conformity with the 
Byzantine standard. 


(6) EasTERN 


The stream of ‘unrevised’ readings which inundated 
Europe and Carthage flowed also eastward into the dis- 
tricts of Mesopotamia, Syria, and Palestine, of which 
Edessa, Antioch, and Caesarea were the chief centres. It 
is antecedently probable that in those areas a type of local 
text would grow up. In Hort’s day, as has been said, 
there were known the Curetonian Syriac, some members of 
the Ferrar group, and some other cursives of a similar 
character to the latter. These contained some non- 
Byzantine readings which he had not evidence enough to 
place as a distinct type. The only course open to him, 
therefore, was to group all these with D (which was 
thought to be the most typical Western MS.) and the Old 
Latin under the name Western. But since then was dis- 
covered in 1892 the Sinaitic Syriac, which began to lead 
scholars to question the grouping, because, in re-enforcing 
the non-Alexandrian non-Western elements in the Cure- 
tonian, it made it clear that the Old Syriac, though on the 
whole it was nearer to D and the Old Latin than to the 
Alexandrian text, was distinct enough from them to be 
reckoned as a third type of text earlier than the Byzantine 
revision. 

Evangelion da-Mepharreshe. In the first half of the third 
century the separate Gospels were translated from Greek 
MSS. into Syriac. The translation received a considerable 
Western element from the Diatessaron (see pp. 436-9), but 
the importance of the Sinaitic Syr. MS. consists mainly in 
the fact that it contains a large number of readings which are 
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neither Western nor Alexandrian, but belong to an inde- 
pendent Eastern text. The version as it left the translator’s 
hands, we may assume, was a fairly faithful representation 
of the text used at Antioch about a.p. 200. The colophon 
of the Sin. MS. definitely states it to be a copy of the 
Evangelion da-Mepharreshe. It is true there were some- 
thing like two centuries between the original translation 
and our MS., during which time it was possible for correc- 
tions to be made to conform it to Greek MSS.; but there 
are, in fact, very few cases in which this seems to have 
been done. It almost always represents the text either of 
the original translator or of the Diatessaron. The Cure- 
tonian MS., which is shown by the palaeographical details 
to be only a little later than the Sin., is less trustworthy as 
evidence for the Eastern text, because it not only contains 
Diatessaron readings, but also shows signs of revision 
from a Greek MS.,! which contained some, at least, of the 
more common additions to the Western text. The transla- 
tion contained in the Sin. MS. ‘bears all the marks of 
freedom and idiomatic vernacular rendering which every- 
where (and nowhere more clearly than in Syriac) distinguish 
earlier translations from later’.2. And the Acts of Judas 
Thomas (which Burkitt showed to have been written in 
Syriac), which cannot be dated later than the end of the 
third century, uses not the Diatessaron or the Peshitta, 
but the gospel text found in Sin. and Cur. If, then, the 
translation was made in the third century from Greek 
MSS., it must probably have been made in Edessa. Now 
the Christianity of Edessa previously to this was probably 
open to the suspicion of being unorthodox, the only two 
Edessene teachers known to us in that period, Tatian and 
Bardesanes, having been—at least in Greek or Latin 
estimation—unorthodox. And in the seventh century the 
* Burkitt, Evang. da-Meph. ii. 215-19. 
* Turner, Journ. Theol. Stud. xi, p. 202. 
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orthodox in Edessa were known as Palutians, which 
implies that those who were not Palutians were not con- 
sidered orthodox. Moreover, Palut of Edessa, according 
to the Doctrine of Addat, went to receive consecration 
within Roman territory from Serapion, Bishop of Antioch. 
It may be concluded, therefore, that Palut introduced 
orthodox Christianity into Edessa. From that Burkitt 
(op. cit.) goes on to conjecture that he superseded the 
gospel of Tatian’s Diatessaron by the four separate Gospels 
obtained at Antioch. But Turner notes indications which 
point to Palestine rather than to Antioch. On the one 
hand the Greek forms of Jewish proper names and place- 
names are given their correct Aramaic spelling; and on 
the other ‘in at least two places, “Bethabara” for 
“Bethany ” beyond Jordan in John 1. 28, and “ Girgashites ” 
for “Gerasenes” in Mk. v. 1, the Old Syriac agrees with 
Origen in readings which are the direct reflexion, through 
pious researches or local patriotism, of the growing cult 
for the holy places of Palestine’ (Turner). The former 
alone might have been the work of an Edessene scholar ; 
the latter alone might show that the Old Syriac was later 
than Origen. But the combination of the two strongly 
suggests that the translator was a Palestinian, or at least 
lived in Syria. 

But there were variations in the Eastern type of text no 
less than in the Western. In recent years a diligent 
search in later Greek MSS. has discovered readings which 
are approximate to the Old Syriac rather than to any 
other type. The MSS. and families in question are 
enumerated on p. 369. Streeter thinks that they are all 
so closely akin to © that they can be called fam. @. He 
examines the relations of this with other texts, and draws 
the following conclusions:! ‘(1) So far as minor variants 
are concerned ... the text of fam. © is almost equidistant 

1 The Four Gospels, p. 84 f. 
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from both the Alexandrian and the Western texts. The 
balance inclines slightly, but only slightly, to the Western 
side, while there are a very large proportion of readings 
found neither in D nor in the typical Alexandrian MSS. 
(2) In fam. © are found certain striking additions to the 
T.R. which the Syriac shares with D and the Old Lat., 
besides others found only in the Syriac or the Armenian. 
(3) On the other hand, as regards the longer omissions 
from the T.R. which are so conspicuous a feature of the 
conjunction of B with Syr. Sin., fam. © nearly always 
supports the shorter text. (4) Though the text of fam. 9 
is nearer than any other surviving Greek text to the Old 
Syriac, it is by no means its exact equivalent; and it 
frequently goes with the Armenian against the Syriac. 
Further, it would appear that it is supported most fre- 
quently of all by the oldest MSS. of the Georgian version.’ 

It is an important advance that in recent years increas- 
ing evidence has been acquired of a distinctively Eastern 
type of text. Streeter, indeed, attempts to carry the in- 
vestigation into closer detail, and holds that the © group 
and the Old Syriac can be distinguished as representing the 
texts of Caesarea and Antioch respectively. That different 
texts are used by Origen in different writings has already 
been noticed. Streeter thinks there is good evidence that 
the text which he used when he went to Caesarea was 
a text practically identical with that of fam. @. But his 
theory that this group is knit closely enough to be treated 
as a unit, and that the text of this unit is sufficiently 
defined to be called Caesarean as distinct from Antiochian, 
has not at present succeeded in commending itself to 
scholars generally. Burkitt! objects that the text of the 
group is too ‘disparate and amorphous’ to be so treated. 
He doubts if any one MS. ever contained the peculiarities 
of the whole group. The most that we can say at present 

» Journ. Theol. Stud., April, 1925. 
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is that they represent, together with the Old Syriac, 
a cluster of local texts, geographically adjacent, east of 
the Mediterranean. Streeter (in the same Journal, Jan. 
1926) defends himself by pointing to W in Mk. v. 31-xvi. 8, 
‘which has preserved, with a relatively small amount of 
Byzantine correction, the fundamental text of the @ family’. 
If he and Professor Lake issue their projected edition of 
the © group, the position may become clearer. 


(c) WESTERN 


In Europe west of the Adriatic, and in Africa, there is 
little evidence of the critical spirit which seeks to preserve 
the purity, or improve the style, of the text. Consequently 
the popular corruptions—paraphrase, interpolation, and 
assimilation—are seen in their most pronounced form. 
The interpolations are often striking, sometimes long, and 
occasionally inserted awkwardly in positions which would 
not appear to be the most natural. But MSS. of different 
kinds, and belonging to different localities, agree in their 
positions, and very largely in their wording. Burkitt, 
accordingly, concludes? that they go back to a single 
interpolated codex. The latest suggestion is that of J. R. 
Ropes, Zhe Beginnings of Christianity, vol. iii, ‘The Text 
of the Acts’. In his Preface he gives the upshot of it as 
follows: that ‘the preparation of the “Western” text, 
which took place early in the second century, perhaps at 
Antioch, was incidental to the work of forming the collec- 
tion of Christian writings for general Church use which 
ultimately, somewhat enlarged, became the New Testa- 
ment; in a word, that the ‘‘ Western” text was the text 
of the primitive “canon ” (if the word may be pardoned in 
referring to so early a date), and was expressly created 
for that purpose’. The suggestion, as he says, is one 
worthy of further discussion. 

1 Two Lectures on the Gospels, p. 23 f. 
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The Western text has been regarded successively from 
different points of view. In 1891 Rendel Harris’ held that 
in the Acts, where the text is most striking and charac- 
teristic, there had been a reaction on the Greek text from 
the primitive Latin translations, and occasionally from the 
Syriac. The Greek, therefore, was not a true standard of 
the Western text; and many of its glosses were due to 
Montanist and Marcionite influence. Although the theory 
of Latin reaction, suggested in this pioneer work, has 
failed to establish itself, except in the case of a very few 
readings, the work succeeded in putting the text of the 
codex in a truer light than when it was considered the 
standard for the Western text. In 1893 and 1895 Dr. 
Chase, afterwards Bishop of Ely, maintained a parallel 
view ? that the phenomena of the Greek might be explained 
by Syriac rather than by Latin influence. But this has not 
obtained more acceptance than the other. For the hand- 
ling of his subject Dr. Chase chose the text of the Acts, 
because the peculiarities of the Western text are more 
strongly marked there than elsewhere. The Acts became 
the special study of Professor Ramsay, who pointed out 
the archaeological accuracy of some of the glosses in 
D, and suggested that they were the work of an early 
redactor who lived in Asia Minor. In 1894 they were 
credited with being the work of St. Luke himself, the 
theory being revived by Fr. Blass that St. Luke published 
two editions of the Acts. He extended this theory later to 
the Third Gospel? He thought that St. Luke wrote (1) the 
‘Neutral’ text of the Gospel for Theophilus ; (2) the edition 
of the Acs containing the longer, ‘Western’, text, which 
was written and circulated at Rome; (3) the shorter, 


1 A Study of Codex Bezae, Camb. Text and Studies. 


> The Old Syriac Element in the Text of Codex Bezae, and The Syro- 
Latin Text of the Gospels. 


° The Philology of the Gospels, London, 1808. 
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‘Neutral’, text of the Acts, which he sent to Theophilus ; 


(4) for the Roman Church he completed the whole work 
by sending them the ‘ Western’ text of the Gospel. The 
theory was favourably received by such scholars as 
Salmon, Nestle, and (for the Acts) Zahn. And it has the 
merit of having instilled the idea that some of the Western 
variants and ‘interpolations’ may be original. But it does 
not adequately explain many of the variants in the Third 
Gospel and Acés, and it leaves the Western text in other 
than Lucan writings with no explanation at all. 

Roman Christians, who were, in the first two centuries, 
mostly non-Latin in origin, spoke Greek. Marcion, Justin, 
Irenaeus, Hippolytus all wrote in Greek. On the other 
hand the Christians of Carthage spoke Latin from the 
time that they received Christianity. At the beginning of 
the third century Tertullian was already writing there in 
the vernacular ; and how long before that time Latin was 
needed for missionary purposes we do not know. At 
Rome Latin began to be used for theological purposes 
during the third century, though there was no writer of 
note till Novatian, who was contemporary with Cyprian. 
It is natural, therefore, that with the dying out of Greek 
as the spoken language the Western type of text should 
not be preserved in many Greek MSS. We possess only 
two that are of any value for the Gospels, the Freer MS. 
(W) and codex Bezae (D), the remaining authorities being 
MSS. of the Old Latin version, and the quotations of Latin 
Fathers. The evidence of W is important—a MS. unknown 
to Hort—because it shows that the African text (that of 
Cyprian’s quotations, with which & is very closely similar) 
had a Greek origin, and that many of its idiosyncracies 
were not merely corruptions current in Latin, or para- 
phrases of a better Greek text. Turner’ holds that the 
primitive Latin version seems to have been made in 

1 Journ. Theol. Stud. ii. 600-10. 
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a place where the spelling of Semitic names was familiar ; 
and that even the Latin of Cyprian shows secondary 
elements, an earlier stage being probably traceable in 
Nemesianus of Thubunae. 

When Latin began to be used by Christian writers in 
Rome, and, generally, west of the Adriatic, the African 
text gradually underwent textual and linguistic alterations, 
so that a type emerged which is known as ‘ European’. 
For this 6 is the norm, the nearest to which is #7*. The 
others cited on p. 369 show different degrees of fidelity to 
the type, but all of them, as has been said (p. 383), are 
nearer to 6 than they are to each other. In the middle of 
the group stands the Greek MS. D, the text of which is 
closely related to that used by Irenaeus,’ and, on the whole, 
is nearer to the European than to the African. The 
oldest, but not the most typical, member of the European 
group is a, which possibly represents a transitional stage 
in its formation, since its text is intermediate between & 
and 6; in M/k., which is the best testing-ground of texts, 
it is furthest removed from 8. 

While the word ‘Western’ is rightly geographical as 
regards the extant authorities, the place of origin of the 
European text may, afterall, be Asia Minor. The evidence 
which Streeter adduces for this is as follows: The Epzstula 
Apostolorum is thought by its editor, Carl Schmidt (Texte 
u. Untersuch. 1919), to be of Ephesian origin; and it has 
some points of agreement with the Western text, the most 
striking of which is that in ch. 2 the name Judas Zelotes is 
given in the list of apostles in Matt. x. 3, a curious combina- 
tion which occurs, instead of Thaddaeus-Lebbaeus, in 
abhq, &c. In ch. 3 the wording seems to imply the 
reading in John i. 13 which asserts the Virgin Birth of 
Jesus Christ, és . .. éyevv#On for of... éyerviOnoav, which 
occurs in 4, three quotations of Irenaeus, two of Tertullian, 

Sanday and Turner, Nov. Test. S. Irenaei, Oxford, 1923. 
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and was known to Ambrose, Augustine, and probably 
Justin. Possibly the text of the Epistuda also included the 
longer conclusion of Mk. which is found in D and in all 
O.L. MSS. except the African &, and in the text used by 
Irenaeus and Tatian. To these agreements between a 
(probably) Ephesian document and the European O.L. 
must be added the personal links between Asia Minor 
and the West. Tatian was Justin’s pupil, and Justin was 
converted in Ephesus. And not only was Irenaeus in 
Smyrna as a boy, but the connexion maintained between 
Asia Minor and Gaul, which is shown in the letter of the 
churches of Vienne and Lyons to the churches of Asia, 
was probably due to the intercourse, no doubt for trading 
purposes, between the cities of Ionia and the Greek-speak- 
ing communities of the Rhone valley, who had originally 
been colonists from Ionia. That would bring the Ephesian 
text to the Rhone valley. And the relation of Irenaeus 
to D and the O.L. ‘suggests the possibility that the 
earliest Latin translation used in Gaul was derived, not 
from the Greek text used in Rome, but from that used 
in the Rhone valley. This translation might have spread 
thence into Gallia Cisalpina, the consanguineous district 
of N. Italy.’ 

Yet a third type of Old Latin was distinguished by Hort 
and by most scholars after him for a time. Augustine, 
who speaks of ‘codices Afros’ (Fer. i. 21, 3), says also, 
‘In ipsis autem interpretationibus Itala ceteris praeferatur ; 
nam est verborum tenacior cum perspicuitate sententiae’ 
(De Doctr. Christ. ii. 22). This was understood to mean 
that he praised an Italian type as superior to all others. 
And it was thought that a revision of the European O.L. 
must have been made in northern Italy early in the fourth 
century. But Bentley had previously disbelieved in the 
existence of an Italian revision, and Burkitt laid the ghost. 

1 Streeter, op. cit., pp. 70 ff. 
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In The Old Latin and the Itala' he maintained that 
Augustine’s ‘Itala interpretatio’ was simply the Vulgate. 
Augustine deprecated Jerome’s great changes in the Old 
Testament, but he was warm in his praise of his transla- 
tion of the Gospels. All his life, when he depended on 
his memory, he reverted to the Old Latin; but when he 
quoted with care from a written text of the Gospels it was 
from the Vulgate, as e.g. in the De Consensu Evangelt- 
starum (c. A.D. 400) ; and in the Acta de Felice (404), a report 
of a trial for heresy, he quoted a long passage from the 
Gospels, and another from the Ac?s, the latter in pure Old 
Latin, the former in pure Vulgate. 

The great scholar Jerome (Sophronius Eusebius 
Hieronymus) was commissioned by Pope Damasus in 381 
to produce a revision, in view of the manifold corruptions 
of the Latin text. He took the Gospels in hand first, and 
published them, with an open letter to Damasus, in 383 ; 
and then followed a very cursory revision of the New 
Testament. The Gospels were critically edited by Words- 
worth-White in 1889-95, and their text was printed in a 
pocket edition in 1911. They considered that the type of 
O.L. which Jerome used as his basis was such as was 
found in cod. Brixianus (/), representing the ‘Italian’ 
revision of the European Latin, in which the MS. had 
been largely corrected in conformity with Greek MSS. 
of a Byzantine type. But it is probable that / should 
not be reckoned as an O.L. MS. at all. Burkitt thinks 
that it received its text from a MS. containing both 
Vulgate and Byzantine elements, and conjectures a Gothic- 
Latin MS. of which the Latin side was largely Vulgate 
and the Gothic largely Byzantine?—a view which has 
gained further support from the phenomena of a more 
recently discovered Gothic-Latin MS., which the same 


* Camb. Texts and Studies, iv. 3, 1896. 
2 Journ. Theol Stud. i. 129. 
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writer describes.! He suggests, in the former article, that 
Jerome’s MS. was more like 6. Souter, on the other hand, 
showed? that for Luke, at least, his Latin text was more 
akin to that of a, and thought it possible that his MS. 
may have been made up of assorted texts, differing in 
different Gospels. 

But whatever may have been the Latin text which he 
revised, the Greek text in accordance with which he revised 
it was more important. In the last eight chapters of L&., 
a large part of John, and the Catholic epistles, his text is 
almost entirely Byzantine, while in the remainder of the 
Gospels there is rather more Alexandrian mixture. The 
large Byzantine element may have been due to the fact that 
he had just returned from Constantinople, where he had sat 
at the feet of Gregory of Nazianzus. But on the death of 
Damasus, at the end of 384, he went to Palestine, where 
Pamphilus, in the manuscripts of his library at Caesarea, 
kept alive, as has been said, the tradition of Origen, for 
whom Jerome, at this time, had a great admiration. This 
perhaps accounts for the fact that, in his revision of the 
Acts and in his commentary on Matt., his text makes a 
much nearer approach to that of x. The remainder of the 
New Testament he revised with much less thoroughness, 
so that the text of the epistles might almost rather be called 
Old Latin than Vulgate. 

No sooner had he done his work, and copies began to 
multiply, than the old story of corruption was repeated ; 
Old Latin MSS. were ‘corrected’ from the Vulgate, and 
Vulgate MSS. were ‘corrupted’ by the introduction 
of Old Latin readings. No MS. with a perfectly pure 
Hieronymian text survives, but by a critical use of a large 
number of them Wordsworth-White arrive at a close 
approximation to it. Its text is of comparatively little use 
as evidence for ancient readings, but for practical purposes 

NOP. Gh xt Grit 2 Op. cit. xii. 583 ff. 
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it is a very much ‘better’ text than the O.L. in so far as it 
was purged of a great number of the paraphrases, glosses, 
and interpolations of the Western text. 

The Diatessaron. For a knowledge of the Greek text of 
the Gospels lying behind the O.L. there is at present very 
little material. From a critical study of Marcion (as quoted 
by his opponents) and Justin it has been thought that their 
text was akin to the African. But what would really deter- 
mine the Roman texts of the Gospels in the latter half of 
the second century would be the original text of Tatian’s 
Diatessaron. Tatian was the first successful missionary in 
Mesopotamia, in the district of which Edessa was the 
literary centre. He went thither about a.p. 172 after 
working at Rome. He seems to have died in the East 
a few years later, so that his work must have been pub- 
lished by 180. He combined the four Gospels into a 
harmony, which implies not only the existence of the 
separate four, but their canonical distinction from all others. 
It seems strange that the Christians of Mesopotamia, such 
as they were before Tatian’s arrival, should have had no 
New Testament at all till he came; but so it was. And 
they naturally became deeply attached to that form of the 
Gospel which had helped to build up their faith ; so that 
it remained in popular use, and was read in churches (as is 
implied in the Doctrine of Addat, 36) until about 430, when 
it was superseded by the separate Peshitta Gospels. The 
text of the harmony would naturally be that which Tatian 
knew at Rome, and thus for two and a half centuries 
a Western type of text was current in the East. The 
influence of the Diatessaron has been exaggerated by some 
writers, but there is no doubt that it explains a great 
number of Western readings in the Eastern text. 

The sources of our present knowledge of the Diatessaron 
—apart from the Gospel quotations in Aphraates (Aphra- 
hat), Ephraem in his genuine works, Marutha, and other 
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Syriac writers—are: 1. Ephraem’s Commentary on the 
Diatessaron, which is not extant in Syriac, but survives in 
an Armenian translation.1 The Armenian work was ren- 
dered into Latin by Moesinger (1876), and Ephraem’s quo- 
tations in it into English by J. Armitage Robinson (see 
below). 2. An Arabic translation of the Diatessaron from 
the Syriac made in the first half of the eleventh century. 
Edited and rendered into Latin by Ciasca (1888) and into 
English by Dr. Hamlyn Hill in his Earliest Life of Christ 
(1894). The latter contains as Append. X the rendering of 
Ephraem’s quotations by J. A. Robinson. Unfortunately 
the Syriac from which the Arabic was translated had been 
revised throughout in conformity with the Peshitta, and so, 
while giving us the Syriac mosaic, is of very little help for 
determining the originaltext. 3. A Latin translation found 
in codex Fuldensis of the Vulgate. It was prepared for, 
and corrected by, Victor of Capua in 546, whose annota- 
tions and signature (with the blot he made in signing his 
name) are still to be seen in the MS. For the purpose of 
determining the text of the Diatessaron this is of no more 
use than the Arabic, since the Latin employed is pure 
Vulgate, the purest, in fact, known, next to that of codex 
Amiatinus. 4. Mediaeval Dutch translations of the Latin, 
especially the Liége MS. (c. 1300). There is another trans- 
lation in a MS. at Stuttgart which adheres more closely 
to the Vulgate than the former. 

These four sources fall into two pairs, the Arabic mostly 
following the order of the mosaic in Ephraem, and the 
Liége that of Fuld., but the Western pair exhibit marked 
differences from the Eastern. The arrangement in F and 


1 The translator, according to F.C. Conybeare (Journ. Theol. Stud. 
XXV. 232-45), did not give Ephraem’s quotations in an immediate 
rendering of his Syriac, but used another, lost, Armenian version of the 
Gospels (whether a Harmony or the separate Four is uncertain), the 
text of which was made from the Syriac base of the Armenian Vulgate. 
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L is rougher and cruder, and suggests that the smoother 
and more natural order of the Eastern pair may have been 
the result of revision and correction. This leads Burkitt 
to conjecture that ‘the agreement of F and L bears 
witness to a pre-Syriac form of the Harmony, something 
that Tatian left behind him before he returned to his native 
Mesopotamia ;! that this was a Latin, not a Greek, har- 
mony; and that when Tatian prepared a Syriac edition 
_ of it, he revised and rearranged it from his Greek MSS. 
of the separate Gospels. If this is right there never was 
a Greek Diatessaron. By an examination of the few 
passages of Fuld. which are not Vulgate, Burkitt concludes 
that the ancestor of Fuld. (i.e. the MS. which Victor 
found) was a Latin Harmony with a ‘European’ text 
like that of 6 and #%. If so, it might, being Old Latin, 
be as early as 400 or 300, i.e. its history can be pushed 
back to an age comparable with that of Ephraem and the 
rest of the Syriac evidence. And this Latin Harmony 
may not have been the work of Tatian at all. Eusebius 
(H. £. iv. 29) speaks of Tatian as the leader of an heretical 
sect who ‘put together somehow or other a sort of com- 
position and collection of the Gospels’; ‘this he named 
the Dia-tessaron, which is current among some even till 
now’. Eusebius does not appear to have seen the work, or 
known much about it, but was no doubt referring to the 
popular Syriac work current in the East. (The Syriac 
translator of Eusebius shortly afterwards showed that he 
knew it well.) But part of Burkitt’s conjecture is that 
originally it was not intended to be a substitute for the 
separate Gospels, but was made at the time when Greek 
was beginning to give way to Latin as the spoken language 
of Christians in the West; it was ‘a Latin epitome for 
Latin Christians who as yet had nothing but the Greek 
original’ of the Gospels. Its usefulness must have been 
1 Journ. Theol. Stud. xxv. 116. 
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short, because within thirty years, or perhaps less, all four 
Gospels were available in Latin. This theory would 
explain the absence of any direct trace of the Diatessaron 
in Greek, of any references to the work in the literature of 
the Christian West, and the rarity of surviving copies. 
The Latin Diatessaron may have influenced the text of the 
Gospels in the earliest days of the European Latin, ‘when 
the Latin Gospels current in Roman Africa were being 
accepted and adapted for Roman and Italian use’ ; but it 
did not do so to anything like the extent that the Syriac 
Diatessaron influenced the Old Syriac Gospels. 

To the ordinary methods of textual criticism one further 
consideration may be added, which is coming increasingly 
into recognition, where it is available, particularly in the 
Gospels, as a valuable ally. One of the commonest forms 
of corruption, as has been said, is assimilation, due mainly 
to the tendency of scribes to write in one Gospel what 
they remembered in another ; but occasionally it seems to 
have been deliberate, from a wish to smoothe down differ- 
ences. And the advancing study ofthe Synoptic Problem 
has provided a criterion other than that of the MSS., and 
yet not subjective. ‘The new method, starting from the 
results of Synoptic criticism—not necessarily final or infal- 
lible results, but, nevertheless, results reached from the 
examination of a totally different set of phenomena and 
of prima facie validity in their own sphere—gives us a sort 
of objective test which reduces the danger of the indi- 
vidual’s subjective preferences to a minimum. One 
accepts, that is to say, a reading, not because it is the 
reading of B or of D, but because it conforms, say, to 
Marcan usage, or because it removes a difficulty in the 
way of the conclusion (reached on an independent line of 
argument) that Matthew and Luke tapped their Marcan 
source without collusion with one another. In particular, 
the appeal to the vera causa of contamination of the text 
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of one Gospel by the intrusion of matter from a parallel 
text in another (and especially a more familiar) Gospel, will 
often suggest the prima facie rejection of the reading of 
one group of authorities in favour of that of another 


group, without any absolute regard to their constituent 
members.’ ? 


The modern study of textual criticism enables us to 
realize more clearly than was possible for Hort, the width 
of the gulf fixed between the autograph and the three 
earliest types of text that we can trace. When research 
has brought us back to the Alexandrian, Eastern, and 
Western texts in the purest forms obtainable, we cannot, 
by genealogical methods, go behind them. There does 
not survive any MS. which contains a ‘neutral’ text, 
independent of, and superior to, the three, though the 
earliest Alexandrian, as has been said, is probably the 
purest of them. But the agreement, say, of the Old Syriac 
with the Old Latin of £, in a case in which the former has 
not been affected by the Western influence of the Diates- 
saron, points back to a common origin for the reading 
which must be far older than the oldest Alexandrian 
evidence of any kind that we possess. No early inter- 
course is known between Africa and Mesopotamia, so that 
a common origin is, in all probability, the autograph. Or 
if there were an agreement between Aphraates and the 
Sahidic which was known not to be due to Western 
mixture through the Diatessaron or other cause, it would 
have a strong claim to consideration, even if it were sup- 
ported by no known MS. The giving to versions and 
Fathers a more rightful weight in the scale is one of the 
chief lines along which modern study has moved from 
Westcott and Hort’s position. In the great bulk of the 
readings in which the three local texts agree, it is reason- 


? Turner, of. cit., p. 224. 
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able to be pretty confident that they represent the auto- 
graph. When their reading, in spite of their agreement, 
appears to be intrinsically impossible or extremely improb- 
able—in other words, when internal evidence of readings is 
in ultimate conflict with genealogical evidence—the former 
holds its own against the latter, and it is concluded that 
a corruption has occurred earlier than all our extant 
witnesses, a ‘primitive corruption’ as Hort called it ; and 
room is then left for conjectural emendation. There are 
such cases, but there are very few. When the readings 
of all the three local texts, in their earliest and purest 
forms differ, we are obliged (except in the special cases 
of assimilation mentioned by Turner, above) to fall back 
on subjective considerations. Internal evidence must be 
the last court of appeal. Textual criticism has done its 
utmost when it has eliminated the whole of the vast mass 
of errors which can be detected by means which are not 
subjective. And, finally, there must always remain some 
instances in which external data cannot help, and subjective 
criticism is at fault; there is no apparent reason for 
preferring any one of the two or three variants which 
present themselves. 

The principles sketched in this chapter take us, in 
theory, less far towards the original than Hort’s. But 
modern students, by methods in some respects differing 
from his, have recognized the great value of the early 
Alexandrian text represented by B. By pinning his faith 
to it as almost wholly ‘ neutral’, he obtained an exceedingly 
good text, but discovery and scientific study are improving 
it, and will continue to improve it for a long time to come. 
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XI. INSPIRATION AND VALUE 


HERE are few more fruitful sources of error in 

religious thought than the use of metaphors. In 
every metaphor there is apt to lie, open or concealed, an 
‘argument from analogy’. An idea is never true or 
‘proved’ because an analogy to it can be found in another 
department of life. A signal instance is seen in the word 
Inspiration. The word ‘inspire’ means to ‘breathe into’ ; 
and it is quite commonly supposed that its meaning is 
self-evident when it is used metaphorically to describe 
the part played by the Spirit of God in the production of 
the books of the Bible. To the primitive Hebrew it was 
no metaphor; the Divine Spirit was the Breath of God 
breathed as though physically into men. But we cannot 
use it to define or explain the action of God, but only to 
express in picturesque or illustrative form what we find 
His action to be. Some of the ideas which have been 
held on the inspiration of the New Testament correspond 
exactly with those on the Old Testament held by some 
early Christian writers. ‘For the study of the attitude 
of the early Church towards the Old Testament, a starting- 
point is afforded by three passages in the New Testament. 
Rom. xv. 4: ‘All things that were written before were 
written for the purpose of instructing us, in order that by 
endurance and by the encouragement of the Scriptures 
we might have hope.’ St. Paul declares that the Old 
Testament is of abiding value for us Christians, in that 
it encourages us to keep fast to the Christian virtue of 
hope. Similarly, but more specifically, in 2 Tim. ii. 15, 
it is stated, not ow Scripture was inspired, but for what 
purposes it is profitable. It is said to be profitable not 
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for the study of science, history, philosophy, poetry, and 
so forth, but simply for spiritual improvement. The 
‘sacred writings are able to make thee wise unto salvation, 
through faith which is in Christ Jesus. Every divinely- 
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inspired writing is also profitable for instruction, for con- — 


viction, for correction, for discipline which is in righteous- 
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ness, that the man of God may be equipped, thoroughly ~ 
equipped, for every good work.’ And in 2 Pet. i. 21 the : 
writer says that ‘holy men spake from God, being carried — 


along by [the influence of the] Holy Spirit’. This states 
the divine source of the inspiration, but provides no defini- 
tion of its nature and purpose. ‘Carried along by the 
Holy Spirit.’ Carried for what purpose ? To what end? 
In what sense? It will be noticed that the last two 
passages occur in what are probably two of the latest 
epistles in the New Testament. Christians were just 
beginning to reflect upon the inspiration of the Old Testa- 


ment, but there is not one syllable in the whole of Scripture — 


which ties us down to any particular theory or definition. ... 
The apostolic fathers are not more definite." They quoted 
the Old Testament as a divine book, but did not examine 
the nature of its inspiration. 

The first Church writer who gives a more explicit state- 
mentis Justin Martyr. ‘ It was not possible’, he says, ‘for 
men to know things so great and divine by the light of 
nature, or by human intuition, but by the gift which came 
down at that time upon the holy men. They did not need 
the art of words, nor to speak in the spirit of rivalry or 
competition ; all they needed was to offer themselves in 
purity to the activity of the Divine Spirit, in order that, 
as a plectron makes use of the harp or lyre as an instru- 
ment, so the divine influence, making use of righteous 
men, might reveal to us the knowledge of divine and 
heavenly things.’ Now it is not right to say that this is 
a purely mechanical theory of inspiration, because a stringed 
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instrument, when it is played on, will give a sound the 
nature of which is determined by the structure of the 
instrument itself. It is not certain whether Justin had this 
in mind, but at any rate his words do not exclude the 
thought that the personal differences of the prophets might 
produce different results when the Divine Spirit played 
upon them. And it must be noted further that Justin 
reaches a conclusion which does not differ from that 
which we have seen in the New Testament, that Scripture 
was inspired in order to give the knowledge that is 
necessary for salvation... . And in the Odes of Solomon we 
read: ‘As the hand plays upon the harp, and the strings 
sound, so speaks the Spirit of the Lord in my members.’ 
Hippolytus uses the same metaphor of the plectron, but 
adds the important thought that the musical instrument 
must be tuned to give forth the harmony rightly. And 
Theophilus teaches the same without metaphor. Though 
he marks a new departure in definitely ascribing to divine 
inspiration the correctness, e. g., of the chronology in the 
writings of Moses and other similar subjects, yet he says 
that the prophets were men of God who were ‘deemed 
worthy’ to be his instruments: they had to display a 
personal and moral fitness for their work. 

On the other hand, Athenagoras holds the extreme 
mechanical theory characteristic of the Montanists. He 
says that the reasoning powers of the writers were thrown 
by the Divine Spirit into a state of ecstasy, and they 
uttered that which was enacted in them, the Spirit using 
them as His instruments, like a flute-player playing on 
a flute. Here is sheer mechanism. That which a flute- 
player blows into a flute is his own breath, and that 
breath comes out again unchanged, but uses the instru- 
ment in its passage. Irenaeus is no less strict. ‘The 
Scriptures ’, he says, ‘are perfect, since they were spoken 
by the word of God and His Spirit....’ This idea of 
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inspiration is a relic from very primitive thought. In the 


early days of Israel the prophets were men of the Dervish 


type, who threw themselves into ecstatic frenzy by music 
and dancing. And when Israel, at a later time, came into 
contact with Greek thought, this popular and inadequate 
notion of prophecy found its counterpart in the art of 
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divination, as it was seen, e.g., in the oracle priestess — 


of Pytho or Delphi. Philo the Jew was the first who 
explicitly transferred this to afford an explanation of the 
written prophecies of the Old Testament.' But the idea 
found its way into Christian writings, especially into those 
of the Montanists, who attached supreme importance to 
the utterance of their own prophets and prophetesses when 
they spoke in a state of ecstatic unconsciousness. It is 
noteworthy that the word /uspiratco—a breathing into— 
seems to have been introduced into theological language 
by Tertullian, who became a Montanist. 

Another fact which strengthened the idea of the divine 
inspiration of the Old Testament was the gradual accep- 
tance of the inspiration of the New. The Old and the 
New became inseparably connected, and both were needed 
to make up the Word of God. Irenaeus says: ‘God did 
not teach that the one Testament offered old truths and the 
other new truths, but He taught that they were one and 
the same.’ Their contents are different—one is a law for 
slaves, the other precepts for free men—but both are given 
by the same Father of the family. Tertullian says: ‘The 
same Divine Power was preached in the Gospels which 
had been known in the Law, though the teaching was not 
the same.’ And he declares that the Church should drink 


1 There has been a growing recognition in recent years that the 
prophets often conceived in mystic trance the messages which they 
delivered. See Hélscher, Die Profeten, followed by T. H. Robinson 
[of University College, Cardiff], Prophecy and the Prophets; J. Hanel, 
Das Erkennen Gottes bet den Schriftpropheten. 
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in the faith made as a potion by mixing the Law and the 
Prophets with the evangelical and apostolic writings. 
And, lastly, Origen: ‘The sacred volumes breathe the 
fullness of the Spirit, and there is nothing in the Law, in 
Gospel, or in Apostle which does not descend from the 
fullness of the divine majesty.’ ! 

Since, then, the idea of ‘verbal inspiration’ among 
Christians was a gradual growth, and the word ‘ Inspira- 
tion’ is not defined in the Bible, we can discover what is 
the right application to give to the metaphor only by 
examining the books of the New Testament themselves, 
and discovering what they reveal to us of their nature and 
value. And the study of them establishes as an underlying 
principle that God inspires not books but men. If He had 
inspired the books in the sense of dictating the words to 
the writers’ minds, they would all have reached the same 
uniform level of perfection. There could have been no 
disagreement in detail, and therefore no divergences from 
perfect accuracy; and there could have been no growth or 
development in the Christological or any other elements in 
Christian doctrine. But generations of study have made 
increasingly clear both the divergences and the develop- 
ment. Those who still cling to the idea of verbal inspira- 
tion do so because they are honestly convinced that to 
hold any other idea of the meaning of inspiration is dis- 
loyalty to God. It would be if God had ever made it clear 
by even a single statement that that was the true meaning. 
But since He has not done so, they are in danger, by their 
very loyalty, of shutting their eyes to His guidance. If 
He inspired not the books but the men, the way is left 
open for manifold differences in the temperament, environ- 
ment, capacity of grasping truth and of appreciating facts, 
spiritual development and so on, of the several writers. 


1 This sketch of early Christian ideas on Inspiration is quoted from 
the writer’s The Old Testament in the Christian Church, S.P.C.K., 1913. 
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1. Gospels. The inspiration of the Gospels is insepar- 
ably bound up with their historical value. On the Incar- 
nation, Death, and Resurrection of Jesus Christ as historical 
events stands the Christianity of the Catholic Church ; but 
it stands on them as they are interpreted by the Catholic 
Church. And, therefore, the spiritual value of the Gospels, 
in other words their inspiration, is to be measured, not by 
the ‘photographic’ accuracy of their details, but by the 
extent to which they embody and express that which is 
the life of Christianity. All history is a record of human 
life at earlier stages, a record which accounts for, and helps 
to the understanding of, human life in the present; it is 
a record of experience, and also a guide to behaviour. To 
gain a bare acquaintance with past events merely as events, 
to accumulate knowledge of what was, with no relation to 
what is, or what ought to be, is barren and useless. Ifwe 
are to use history rightly, the modern mind feels it to be 
important, of course, that a narrative of the events should 
be as far as possible accurate. But absolute accuracy is 
impossible. Even an eyewitness of an event which 
occurred yesterday is psychologically incapable of recall- 
ing details literally as they were. His report of them is 
something which has passed through himself, with his 
limitations and presumptions, before it reaches his hearers. 
And when we read history we can gain no more than 
approximate knowledge, and that only of such few facts, 
among millions of others, as the narrator was led to select 
as being from his point of view salient and important. 
History is never an automatic or mechanical recital of 
events ; it is the attempt of the narrator to present them as 
he understood them. Further, ina record of which a single 
human being is the main subject the difficulty of accurate 
knowledge is heightened, because it is not only a report of 
facts but also, and primarily, a portraiture of personality. 
No one can ‘accurately’ apprehend the personality of 
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another ; and still less can he accurately convey his im- 
pressions of it to others. He can only try, with the crude 
and inadequate instrument of language, to make others 
feel the effects which his apprehension of it has produced 
upon himself. There could be no guide to action more 
valuable than a real and full knowledge of a personality 
with all the conditions which developed it; but that we can 
never get, human nature being what it is. 

It is of the utmost importance to apply these considera- 
tions to the Synoptic Gospels if we are to understand them 
aright. (1) They are three records containing a very small 
selection of events, actions, and words in the life of Jesus. 
Not one of the three writers was an eyewitness or an 
avtyKoos of all that he reports. And each account has 
passed not only through the writer himself but also through 
many before him, all of them with limitations and presup- 
positions. If the inspiration of the evangelists was such as 
to be independent of all that we know of human nature 
and psychology, and of a kind which forced them passively 
to produce ‘accurate’ reports of what they had received, 
we must postulate the same kind of inspiration for every 
Christian who had contributed to the oral tradition, and to 
the primitive Aramaic written sources, and to the primitive 
Greek reproductions of them. But an inspiration of that 
sort would not have resulted in three accounts widely 
differing from, and in a multitude of details disagreeing 
with, one another. However much we may regret it, an 
‘accurate’ knowledge of details of the Lord’s life is impos- 
sible. (2) We are concerned with the Personality which 
transcends all others as the central mystery of mankind. 
Eyewitnesses could record only the effects which their 
limited apprehension of it produced upon them. And 
many Christians tried to hand on by oral tradition and 
writings those features and aspects in the Portrait which 
formed themselves in their minds from hearing the record, 
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until finally the evangelists put down on paper, each in his 
own way, the portraiture as they had received it, accord- 
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ing to the different effects which it had-produced upon — 


them. And no two readers from then till now can have 
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apprehended these portraits with identical results, because — 


no two minds are identical. 


It is well to begin our study of the problem by realizing : 
how far we necessarily are from possessing an ‘accurate’ 5 
knowledge of facts of the life of Jesus, or of His Person- — 


ality, which it is beyond the power of man fully to ap- 
prehend and therefore to delineate. ‘Men were trying to 
apprehend that character; they had a glimpse here and 
a glimpse there; but they cannot have had more than 
a dim and vague surmise as to what it was as a whole’ 
(Sanday).? 

This has led some into almost complete scepticism as to 
the historical value of the Gospels, though the extreme 
position represented by Drews? that Jesus was a purely 
mythical figure, created in the imagination of Christians 
under the influence of pagan thought, has been completely 
discredited by some of the keenest critics of the New 
Testament.’ Still, it is asked, if the Gospels represent 
only the gradually evolved ideas of a generation of Chris- 
tians, are they not practically worthless as real accounts of 
the Lord? This seems to the present writer to be quite 
unwarranted for several reasons : 

1. The general course of His ministry, as they relate it, 
appeals to us as psychologically natural and probable. He 
emerged from obscurity, carried to His work by the driving 
force of prophetic inspiration. For a short time He en- 


’ Hastings, D. B. ii. 626 b, and Outlines of the Life of Christ, p. 110 
(ed. 2, 1906). : 

? The Christ Myth, transl. Burns, 1910. 

* Seee. g. F. C, Conybeare [sometime Fellow of University College, 
Oxford], The Historical Christ, Chicago, 1914, and M. Goguel, Jesus of 
Nazareth, Myth or History ; transl. Stephens, 1926. 
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joyed a growing success; but soon His revolutionary 
handling of traditional ideas and customs raised official 
opposition. He retired for a time with a small group of 
His followers, but was at last done to death. If this main 
outline is true to fact, excessive scepticism as to further 
details is unnecessary, though each must, of course, be 
judged on its merits. K.L. Schmidt! reduces the trust- 
worthiness of the ‘framework’ of the Gospels to a mini- 
mum. ‘The oldest tradition of Jesus is the tradition of 
pericopes, a tradition of individual scenes and utterances, 
handed down in the Church, and for the most part lacking 
any definite indication of time and place.’ But if, as is 
probable, the general course of the history as we have it 
was due mainly to the preaching and teaching of the first 
disciples, although individual stories and sayings were 
undoubtedly handed down orally as isolated units, for 
which the evangelists found places in such a way as to 
suit their several purposes, yet the main outline must go 
back to the reminiscences of eyewitnesses. 

2. Among His words certain sayings are attributed to 
Him which it is extremely difficult to imagine tradition 
placing in His mouth if they were not substantially 
genuine: e.g. ‘Why callest thou Me good? None is 
good but One—[that is] God’ (Mk. x. 18). ‘Of that day or 
that hour none knoweth, not even the angels in heaven, 
nor the Son, but the Father [only]’ (xiii. 32). ‘My God, 
My God, why hast Thou forsaken Me ?’ (xv. 34). Simi- 
larly, statements are made about Him which no Christian 
would have invented or imagined: ‘His relations (?) (oé 
map’ avTov) came out to lay hold on Hin, for they said, He 
is beside Himself’ (iii. 21). ‘He could not there do any 
mighty work, save that He laid His hands on a few sick 
folk and healed them; and He marvelled at their un- 
belief’ (vi. 5). These are among the nine passages which 

1 Der Rahmen der Geschichte Jesus, Berlin, 1919. 
Gg2 
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P. W. Schmiedel! describes as ‘ absolutely credible ’, and 
‘the foundation-pillars for a truly scientific life of Jesus’. 
But the presence of such passages inspires confidence in 
St. Mark’s source or sources, which must have contained © 
many other perfectly genuine traditions about our Lord and ~ 
His words. The writer who was faithful ina few matters — 
may be trusted to have been faithful also in many. : 

3. The actions and words of Jesus, as the Gospels relate — 
them, are to a very considerable extent entirely in keep- . 
ing with His time, country, and race. As Sanday says, 
‘There was a certain circle of ideas which Jesus accepted 
in becoming Man in the same way in which He accepted 
a particular language with its grammar and vocabulary ’. 
This conviction has been deepened for modern students 
by the growing knowledge of Jewish life and literature in 
recent years. 

4. And yet, conversely, His actions and words came 
like an exhilarating breeze, a grateful shower of rain upon © 
a sultry and thirsty land. The surprise and delight of the 
poor and ignorant, the scorned and neglected masses, is 
evident throughout the record of the ministry. And even 
if it were true that His character and life were gradually 
idealized in the course of oral and written tradition, owing 
to a gradual development and heightening of Christological 
beliefs, it would remain very difficult to credit first-century 
writers with the literary skill which could convey a general 
impression of exhilaration and spiritual uplift if His con- 
temporaries had not, in fact, experienced it. 

5. Above all, the portraiture of His Personality, i. e., as 
has been said, of the effects which were produced on the 
minds of the narrators by the traditions which they 
received, is altogether outside the region of mere idealiza- 
tion. Its combination of humility with majestic claims, of 
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1 Encyclopaedia Biblica, col. 1881 f. 
® Op. cit., p. 624 b, and p. 103. 
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denunciation of sin with tenderness towards sinners, of 
flaming hatred of hypocrisy with that which in any other 
would be hypocrisy or worse—a complete absence of any 


consciousness of sin in Himself—is a paradox which no 


Christological idealization could produce. It is sometimes 
said that the enthusiasm of the first Christians, due to their 
belief that certain of them had seen the risen Lord, that 
He was exalted to the right hand of God as the Messiah, 
and that He was still present with them by His Spirit, 
which was the Spirit of God, was the result of ‘ mystical’ 
experiences, generated by auto-suggestion, in the minds of 
those who claimed to have seen Him. But the more that 
the argument is pressed, the greater becomes the need of 
postulating a depth, and strength, and mystery in the 
Character and Personality of the Man with whom they had 
a few days before walked and talked sufficient to account 
for the universal and immovable conviction. And the 
measure of the historical value of the Gospels is primarily 
and ultimately the extraordinary success with which they 
portray such a Character and Personality. 

That there are limitations to the historical value we have 
already recognized; it is only equivalent to saying that 
the writers were human. In no single sentence can we 
be entirely certain that we possess the spszsszma verba ot 
Jesus, even if it could be assumed that the Greek trans- 
lations which have come down to us were always adequate. 
The variations in the reports of the same sayings in the 
different Gospels would alone be enough to render that 
certain. And yet we may feel confident that we possess to 
a considerable extent the real substance of them, because 
the substance of His words forms a large and indispens- 
able factor in the production of the total Portrait which is 
required to account for the coming into existence of 
Christianity. 

And the same must be said of His deeds. It was doubt- 
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less easier for first-century writers to heighten the wonder 
of deeds than of words. And the possibility must remain 
open that some of His miracles—e. g. the withering of the 
fig-tree (cf. Mk. xi. 12 ff., 20-25 with Lk. xiii. 6-9)—were 
originally parables or other utterances translated into 
actions in the course of tradition. But it is gratuitous to 
claim that all His recorded miracles must be so explained, 
simply because they are miracles. His Character and 
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Personality were miraculous, and it is in the last degree — 


improbable that none of the wonderful deeds were actually 
performed which contributed an integral element in the 
impression of Him that was handed on in tradition. The 
miracles of healing are mostly accepted to-day because 
some light is being thrown upon them by modern 
researches into the relation between the psychical and 
physical in man. And we cannot say that future research 
will throw no light on other miracles concerning which we 
are at present in the dark. We have moved away from 
the materialism of the earlier part of the nineteenth cen- 
tury, and it is becoming scientific to think of Spirit as lying 
in and behind the energy displayed in the constitution of 
the ‘atom’. And if Science has only just begun to dis- 
cover Spirit, we cannot place any limit to the extent to 
which it may reach a conception of the modes and possi- 
bilities of free and purposive action of the Spirit upon 
matter. In the days of our Lord such action was simply 
taken for granted, with no reasoned conception at all of 
modes and possibilities ; the miracles of Jesus were one 
and all equally miraculous. 


‘The truth is that the historian who tries to construct a 
reasoned picture of the Life of Christ finds that he cannot dis- 
pense with miracles. He is confronted with the fact that no 
sooner had the Life of Jesus ended in apparent failure and shame 
than the great body of Christians—not an individual here and 
there, but the mass of the Church—passed over at once to the 
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fixed belief that He was God. By what conceivable process 
could the men of that day have arrived at such a conclusion, if 
there had been really nothing in His life to distinguish it from 
that of ordinarymen? We have seen that He did not work the 
kind of miracles which they expected. The miracles in them- 
selves in any case came short of their expectations. But this 
makes it all the more necessary that there must have been 
something about the Life, a broad and substantial element in it, 
which they could recognize as supernatural and divine—not that 
we can recognize, but which they could recognize with the 
ideas of thetime. Eliminate miracles from the career of Jesus, 
and the belief of Christians, from the first moment that we have 
undoubted contemporary evidence of it (say a. D. 50), becomes 
an insoluble enigma.’ ? 


And if we cannot claim exact knowledge of His words 
and deeds, still less can we accept as certain the order of 
events or the positions in which the evangelists place His 
utterances. The order and position often differ widely in 
the different Gospels. The general course of the Ministry, 
as said above, is natural and probable. But many of the 
events and utterances current in Q, and many others which 
must have reached the evangelists from oral or written 
sources as separate and unrelated items, not infrequently 
reaching them in two or more forms, were an almost 
haphazard bundle of treasures, which they grouped and 
disposed each in his own way for his own reasons. 

Another limitation must also be recognized. The 
reports of our Lord’s words and of statements about Him 
may here and there reflect Christological and ecclesiastical 
conceptions arrived at in later years. But the extent to 
which this has occurred has been greatly exaggerated by 
some writers ; and the tendency has been to attribute this 
for the most part to the influence of St. Paul (see p. 50). 
There will always, probably, be differences of opinion as 
to the amount which Pauline and other later ideas have 


1 Sanday, op. cit. ii. 627 a, and p. 113 f. 
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contributed to the Gospels. Every alleged instance needs 
examination. They cannot be altogether denied; but most 


of them stand out pretty clearly, and the wonderful Por- 


trait is seen to be independent of them. 

The records of the Virgin Birth are approached from 
different directions by different minds. Some will ask, Is 
not the historical value of the Gospels so high that this 
miraculous event must be accepted because it is recorded 
in them? Others will put their question more cautiously : 
Is the event so intrinsically congruous with the miraculous 
Character and Personality of Jesus that it may be accepted 
in spite of any literary difficulties which may be found in 
the records? Our study of the formation and transmission 
of the Gospels forbids us to speak of their ‘inerrancy’ in 
matters of fact, but allows us to feel confident that they are 
substantially trustworthy in their portraiture of the miracu- 
lous Person whom Christians learnt to worship as God. 
The second question, therefore, represents much better 
than the first the line of approach that is open to us. The 
Virgin Birth, if it is an historical event, must have become 
known from statements made either by the Lord’s mother, 
or St. Joseph, or both. And it has often been thought 
that the former may have given rise to the account in Luke 
and the latter to that in Matt. Whether this was so we 
have, of course, no means of knowing. The two Gospels 
contain wholly different accounts, coinciding only in the cen- 
tral fact; but both are purely Jewish, and emanate from 
Palestinian circles in which not only Aramaic but Hebrew 
appears to have been understood (see pp. 65, 69f.). This 
intensely Jewish character of the narratives makes it very 
improbable that they took their rise under the influence of 
pagan myths of heroes and virgin goddesses.1 And it is 
doubtful if there is anything in the Old Testament which 


* So Schmiedel, Encycl. Bibl, art. ‘Mary’; Usener, ibid, art. 
‘ Nativity’; Soltau, The Birth of Jesus Christ, and others. 
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would suggest that the Messiah would be born of a 
Virgin ; ifthere is, it is in the LXX. of Is. vii. 14 which the 
writer of Maét. quotes (i. 23), not in the Hebrew. The 
narratives in Matt. which form the framework of the cen- 
tral fact contain much which must probably be regarded as 
midrash rather than history ;1 but that does not necessarily 
make the central fact less credible. Some have thought 
that St. Luke’s source did not relate that the Birth was 
from a Virgin, and that the indications of it in i. 34, 35 are 
due to the evangelist. (If so, v. 36 must be included, 
which relates of Elizabeth that ‘she also’ was giving birth 
to a son not in the ordinary course of nature.) But even 
if this were the case it is not impossible for the source to 
have been written by one who did not know of the Virgin 
Birth and for St. Luke to have added to it the fact which 
he had learnt by tradition. This would explain the paren- 
thetical @s évoyifero in iii. 23. The narratives which sur- 
round the mysterious and unique event contain difficulties 
from the point of view of their historical accuracy. But 
some of them arise from its very uniqueness and mystery, 
and none of them are such as to supply positive evidence 
against it. In the last resort the evidence for it is not 
only literary but also doctrinal.? 

The reports of the Resurrection stand on a different 
footing from those of the earthly Life. The traditions of 
the Lord’s deeds and words arose out of the statements 
of those who saw and heard them. The traditions of His 
Resurrection arose out of a deduction. Strictly speaking 
there is no record of the Resurrection ; there could not be, 
since no one saw Him rise. Those who saw Him alive 
after His death and burial inferred that He must have 


1 See Box, The Virgin Birth of Christ, p. 19ff., and the writer’s 
St. Matthew, p. 23. 

2 See Chase, The Gospels in the light of Historical Criticism, p. 72 f. 
(reprinted from Cambridge Theological Essays, ed. Swete, p. 414 f.). 
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risen. And since the earliest appearances were on the 
third day they drew the further inference that He must 
have risen on the third day. All the accounts, differing 
widely in detail, so that the actual facts cannot be deter- 
mined with certainty, are accounts not of the Resurrection 
but of the appearances, some of them emanating from 
Galilee and some from Jerusalem. The disagreements 
and obscurities in the narratives render them insecure as 
chronicles of detailed happenings, but they leave us as 
certain as we can be of anything in history that the stories 
arose from appearances of the Lord in which His spiritual 
body produced sense impressions which were real experi- 
ences of certain persons. The inference which they drew 
from them formed the immediate basis of the Church’s 
belief that He had risen. But the credibility of the Resur- 
rection does not rest only on the appearances or on the 
inference. It rests also on doctrinal grounds and con- 
siderations of probability. Could physical death have been 
the end of One whose miraculous Character and Person- 
ality were such as the evangelists portray? Could 
Christianity and the Church be such as they have been, 
and are, if physical death had been the end ?—and so on. 
The mode of the Resurrection, the empty tomb, and the 
third day, are matters on which opinions differ. The his- 
torical value of the Resurrection narratives, simply as 
narratives, lies in the unmistakable witness which they 
bear to the central fact which the apostles proclaimed: 
‘This Jesus hath God raised up, whereof we all are 
witnesses.’ 

And with regard to the work of the evangelists as a 
whole Sanday’s words! remain as true as when he wrote 
them in 1899: ‘ The tendency of the researches in recent 
years has been to enhance and not to diminish the estimate 
of the historical character of the Gospels. To which 

* Hastings, D. B. ii. 625 b, and Outlines of the Life of Christ, p. 106. 
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may be added Harnack’s testimony: ‘Sixty years ago? 
David Friedrich Strauss thought that he had almost entirely 
destroyed the historical credibility not only of the fourth 
but also of the first three Gospels as well. The historical 
criticism of two generations has succeeded in restoring 
that credibility in its main outlines.’ 2 

The Fourth Gospel was planned with a definitely 
religious purpose. The writer lived at a time when 
Christians had learnt, by the experiences of Easter and 
Pentecost, that Christ was to be adored and worshipped 
as divine. At first the experiences were enough; but the 
need was soon felt of explaining ow He who had lived 
a human life on earth could be identified with the eternal and 
universal Object of Christian devotion. In the New Testa- 
ment writings the problem is approached, broadly speak- 
ing, from four different directions: (a) St. Paul shared 
the general view that Christ was the Messiah, but he was 
more influenced by his own mystical experience of His 
indwelling and oneness with the Christian Body. Such 
universality of Being is in its nature eternal, and has a 
cosmological significance which he finally worked out in 
Colossians and Ephesians. (b) The writers of the Synoptic 
Gospels and the Acts were not appreciably affected by St. 
Paul’s distinctive doctrines. They contented themselves 
with showing that Christ was the destined Messiah, the 
Son of God, but in a higher and better sense than any 
Jewish speculations had reached. (c) In Hebrews also the 
mystical idea is absent ; the thought of Christ is on the lines 
of a Priesthood; He is the Ideal which annuls the old 
earthly copy, but He was fitted for this function by being 
completely representative of man in virtue of His true 
Humanity perfected through suffering. (d) The Fourth 
Evangelist, while he shares St. Paul’s mysticism, makes 


1 The words were written in 1900. 
2 What ts Christianity ? p. 21 (transl. Saunders, 3rd ed., 1904). 
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a different use of the truth. The cosmological idea 
scarcely appears, though it is seen in his Prologue, where 
Jewish Wisdom speculations are transferred to Jesus 
Christ: ‘All things were made through Him, and apart 
from Him was not anything made that was made’ (i. 3). 
His main object was to picture as a Man Him who was 
eternally the Logos. His thought starts with the universal, 
divine Christ as the accepted and recognized Object of 
worship, and he aims at showing that, by becoming Man 
and living a human life, He brought eternal life into man- 
kind. For this purpose an epistle would not serve; he 
must write a Gospel which should portray the eternal 
Son of God in human features. Any accurate knowledge 
that he possessed of the details of that life he would 
naturally use. The extent to which he possessed accurate 
details, and the circumstances which contributed to his 
knowledge of them, are matters of dispute. It would cer- 
tainly seem as if he was well informed, perhaps in some 
cases better informed than the synoptists, on matters of 
topography, and personal names, and dates. It is quite 
gratuitous to suppose that he introduced these artificially 
to lend verisimilitude to his narrative. As regards correct- 
ness each detail, of course, must be judged on its merits, 
and the decision must not be influenced by any precon- 
ceived idea of authorship. But the whole Gospel was 
planned, not for biography or history such as the modern 
scientific mind desires, but to draw a portrait, to convey by 
means of narrative the profound mystery of the Logos on 
earth, and what that means for mankind. He makes a 
larger use—very likely he possessed more knowledge—of 
our Lord’s words and deeds in Jerusalem than in the 
North; he would certainly find more material for his 
picture in the controversies with scholarly and intellectual 
Jews at the capital than in the simpler teaching given to 
Galileans. That the discourses are His spsissima verba is 
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impossible, but there is no good reason for doubting that 
they were based on traditions of real utterances ; and the 
work of Rabbinic scholars in recent years has tended 
to increase this probability. But his object must be kept 
steadily in view. ‘These things’, he says himself, ‘have 
been written that ye may believe that Jesus is the Christ 
the Son of God, and that believing ye may have life in His 
name’ (xx. 31). When a writer avows his object, by that 
object alone ought he to be judged. And his inspiration, 
and the value of his work, can be estimated by the success 
with which, during the long lapse of the Christian cen- 
turies, he has accomplished his purpose. 

2. Acts. The historical value of the Acts, in the sense 
of its trustworthiness as a record of events, has been dis- 
cussed on pp. 85-108. It is a precipitate of early traditions 
and personal experiences in which a picture of the Church 
as it was accounts, and at the same time supplies a norm, 
for the Church as itis. St. Luke was inspired, not for the 
purpose of writing an accurate chronicle, however great 
the extent of the accuracy may be which modern research 
may find in it, but to portray the early life of the new 
people of God in such a way that it has provided the 
Church ever since with an inspiration and an ideal. In 
the first volume of his work he related what Jesus began 
to do and to teach until the day when He was taken up. 
In the second he related what He went on to do and to 
teach afterwards by the energy of His Spirit, i.e. by the 
Spirit of God Himself. The author’s inspiration was such 
that he was able with wonderful success to describe on 
paper, and to make his readers feel, the ferment, the effer- 
vescence, of the young life of the Spirit-filled community, 
insurgent and expanding. It is not a peculiarity of style, 
it is of the essence of his work that ‘Spirit’ is spoken of 
more than sixty times in his twenty-eight chapters. The 
facts which he relates illustrated for all time the truth that 
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a Christian community which is to reach the freedom 
wherewith Christ has made it free cannot keep its Chris- 
tianity confined within the shell of Judaism. The apostles 
at Jerusalem were convinced by the pressure of events 
that they must recognize the working of the Spirit of God 
in the Gentile mission, and that circumcision must not be 
forced upon its converts. This mission had started some 
time before St. Paul’s conversion; it was, in fact, the 
direct continuation of our Lord’s ministry in Galilee and 
Samaria, Tyre and Sidon, and the semi-Gentile cities of the 
Decapolis. But by the whirlwind activity of the Apostle 
of the Gentiles the sparks were fanned into a flame 
which swept from Palestine through Syria and Greece to 
the capital ofthe Empire. Granting all the compilation that 
literary and historical criticism demand, it is the pen of 
the inspired writer himself which has made the history 
a spiritual thing, and a record of the divine and irresis- 
tible growth of the Spirit-filled Church. 

3. Epistles. But if the members of a community have 
life in them, there is internal as well as outward expan- 
sion. A growing love to God results in an intensifying of 
the moral life of obedience to Him, and a deepening intel- 
lectual understanding of His nature and purposes. This 
healthy internal life is guided and sustained by the teach- 
ing of the epistles. The best proof of their worth is the 
history of the formation of the Canon. In the large inter- 
communication between the Churches the numerous 
letters of bishops and other leaders were as a rule read 
to the congregations. Many—such, for example, as com- 
mendatory letters for Christians who were travelling, or 
brief notes on small matters of the moment—might not be 
read asecond time. But if they were felt to be helpful for 
the spiritual or practical needs of the Church, they were 
read again and again at the will of the presbyters, and no 
doubt often at the request of members of the congregation. 
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The proof of inspiration was the permanence of the 
books. 

After the first generation of Christians had passed away, 
another factor, it is true, contributed to their permanence— 
the prestige of an ‘apostolic’ name. A good name is as 
ointment poured forth. Because a writing was believed 
to be the work of an ‘apostolic’ man, it was felt that he 
was in a peculiar sense inspired. Nevertheless many 
pseudonymous works bearing apostolic names, though 
they were read sporadically, and survived for a time, fell 
out for various reasons. In the last resort it was the felt 
reality of the writers’ inspiration, generally speaking, that 
caused books to be treasured by the verdict of the collective 
consciousness of the Catholic Church. 

But the inspiration of the writers was such as to fit them 
for a particular work, not the dictation by God of infallible 
words which they were to put on paper. All the writings 
are not on the same level. 2 Peter, for example, stands 
a long way below Lfhestans. And that is true even of 
different parts of the same book. When St. Paul teaches 
the Corinthians that the troubles which will accompany 
the End of the present world-order will be so severe, and 
are so immediately imminent, that it is wiser for married 
people to live as though they were unmarried, and for 
every one to hold himself detached from things of this life 
(1 Cor. vii. 29-31), he is obviously not writing in the same 
intensity of inspiration as when he pours out his paean of 
Love in chap. xiii. ‘It is as sunlight through a painted 
window. The light must come to us coloured by the 
medium. We cannot get it in any other way. In some 
parts the medium is denser and more imperfect ; in others 
the golden glory comes dazzlingly through.’* The various 
media hold back some of the rays in varying degrees, but 


1 J, Paterson Smyth [Archdeacon of Montreal], How God inspired 
the Bible, p. 131. 
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the New Testament, as a kaleidoscopic whole, reveals to 
us the ‘many-coloured (moAvmo/kiAos) wisdom of God’ 
(Eph. iii. 10). 

The epistles, with the Apocalypse which is one of them, 
may be said broadly to deal with four main subjects: 

1. Eschatology. St. Paul began in z, 2 Thessalonians by 
treating it as a matter of profound importance ; he ended 
in Colossians and Ephesians by reducing it almost to the 
vanishing point. If, then, we are to choose between his 
earlier and his riper thoughts, the decision is not doubtful. 
The expectation of the imminent Advent of Christ, which 
pervaded the Church of the first century, was a heritage 
from their Jewish ancestry which no writer was so nearly 
able to transcend as St. Paul. In the Apocalypse the 
calamities which usher it in, and the terrors of judgment 
upon the sinful Roman empire, are pictured for the com- 
fort and encouragement of the Christians who ‘conquer’ 
in steadfast loyalty to Christ. Their bliss and glory in the 
new heavens and the new earth are portrayed in word- 
painting, the thrill and beauty of which have been the 
support of suffering and tempted Christians ever since. 
Thus the moral and spiritual value of the book is 
enormous. It is the classical expression of Christian 
optimism in its unconquerable certainty of the final victory 
of God’s cause. So long as sin, oppression, and the pride 
of power and wealth remain will the humble and meek 
give full value to the work of the inspired genius who laid 
himself out to fulfil the command, ‘Comfort ye, comfort ye 
My people’. The enduring value of all apocalyptic is 
beautifully expressed by Professor Burkitt in his essay, 
‘The eschatological Idea in the Gospels’, in Cambridge 
Biblical Essays, pp. 195-213. But the spiritual value of 
the Apocalypse does not lie in the details of the programme 
of events which it lays down, or of its descriptions of 
punishment and bliss. The Jewish limitations of the 
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writer show themselves in the fact that for him Rome 
is the one and only enemy, in whom the supernatural 
powers of evil find their embodiment ; in the expectation 
of a millennial reign of Christ on earth ; and in the greater 
part of his imagery, which can to-day be taken only as the 
outward vehicle—determined by his age and environment— 
which the writer employed to convey his spiritual consola- 
tion, warnings, and hopes. The same consolation, warnings, 
and hopes are expressed in simpler language by the other 
New Testament writers. The warnings in Jude and 
2 Peter take a particular form: the destruction of libertine 
heretics ; and of these heretics the writer of 2 Peter has 
especially in view those who denied the immediacy and 
certainty of the coming of the Day of Wrath—character- 
istics, again, which were determined by the age and en- 
vironment of the authors. Their inspiration is felt in the 
spiritual truths which their writings enshrine, not in the 
distinctively Jewish dress in which they clothe them. 

2. Ethics. In the Hebrew religion, as represented by 
its highest and best minds, the expectations for the future 
were the immediate product of the morality to which the 
Israelite nation gave a higher value than any other nation 
on earth. The inseparable oneness of a perfectly moral 
God with His people involved the conception that, ideally, 
His people also were perfectly moral. And God, at His 
Advent, would punish the wicked and avenge the righteous. 
In the period in which our Lord was born there was a 
humble class of Jews, the ‘quiet in the land’, in whom 
Hebrew morality was exhibited in its best and most 
beautiful form. The family of Jesus belonged to it; and 
through Him Hebrew morality was, from the first, 
a primary element in the essence of Christianity. He put 
into it new content and depth; He ‘fulfilled’ what the 
Law and the Prophets had taught. And the epistle- 
writers do not decline from the high level which the first 
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Christian missionaries had reached under His influence, 
reinforced by the mighty experience of Pentecost. The 
moral ideal for the Church filled with His Spirit is nothing 
short of divine perfection ; and the degree of beauty with 
which weak and limited men were enabled to portray it is 
a measure of their inspiration for this purpose. The spur 
of His example, the motive--‘for His sake’—and the 
method—‘ by His Spirit’—are the momenta in the New 
Testament moral appeal which places the writings beyond 
all price. 

3. Christology. 1n the late pre-Christian centuries there 
was a growing tendency to avoid the use of language which 
implied God’s close, personal contact with men, and His 
personal activity in the world. His will, the will ofa loving 
but majestic King, was performed by angels and other 
mediators. In line with this tendency was the growing 
definiteness and precision in the ideas about the heavenly 
Messiah. All that was expected of God in the great day of 
His coming would be performed through the agency of the 
Messiah. This conception passed over into the Christian 
Church, but it underwent a final transformation in the 
certainty that this Messiah was, in fact, the Man Jesus. 
Before His death many thought that He might be the poli- 
tical Messiah of popular expectation, though He did His 
best to show that He was not. But after His death and 
resurrection the belief in the latter led Christians along 
a gradually rising scale of their comprehension of what 
He was. His exaltation taught the first disciples that He 
had entered upon His heavenly office of Messiahship, and 
all Christian hearts speedily enthroned Him as ‘ Lord’. 
Up to that point His glorified human personality com- 
prised all that they knew of Him. But the mystical 
experience of St. Paul led him to ascribe to Him a spiritual 
universality in which the human individual was understood 
to be endowed with all that is divine. And this led men to 
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think back into the past, and to meditate upon the mystery 
of His nature from the first. It was endorsed by the Trans- 
figuration, by His own vision at the Baptism, then by the 
Virgin Birth, and lastly the fullness of the Divine Nature 
‘in the beginning’ was realized. That the doctrine of the 
three Persons in the Godhead had begun to shape itself 
before the end of the first century is shown by the baptismal 
formula in Matt. xxviii, but nowhere in the New Testament 
is there definite teaching of the metaphysical threeness in 
oneness at which the Church arrived later in conflict with 
heresy. But the Christological value of the writings lies 
in their gradual approach to the truth, itself inexplicable, 
which explains the universe. 

4. Soteriology. To the Jew salvation was always in the 
future. The judgment on sinners and the salvation of 
God’s faithful people were the obverse and reverse of the 
eschatological hopes. It was salvation from sinners rather 
than from sin. The present salvation from sin was not 
thought of under that term. Atonement for unwitting 
transgressions of the ritual law was provided for by means 
of the sin-offering. But for transgressions of the moral 
law God’s forgiveness could be gained by contrition, and 
salvation from sin meant simply keeping free from it by 
obedience to God’s moral commands. 

The writer of James, in his Jewish Christianity, adheres 
honestly and wholeheartedly to this position, but the speci- 
fically Christian belief from the first was that ‘there is 
none other name under heaven given among men whereby 
we must be saved but only the name of the Lord Jesus’. 
In the spiritual value of the New Testament, which is the 
measure of the inspiration of the writers, the soteriology 
and the Christology hold an equal place, and are in- 
separably connected. It was firmly believed that Jesus 
Christ came to save His people—not from their earthly 
enemies ; that would take place at His second coming, 
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but—from their sins. How, was not at first clearly formu- 
lated ; but in very early days the sufferings of Christ began 
to gain significance in the light of Isa. liii, which spoke of 
the vicarious value of the sufferings of the ‘Servant of 
Yahweh’, words from which our Lord is reported to have 
applied to Himself. St. Paul received this interpretation 
in the Christian tradition of his day, but his own distinctive 
contribution to the doctrine of the Atonement was of a 
different kind. He was possessed by the thought that 
Christ, by His birth into the world, put Himself into 
union with man; put Himself under the Law, under the 
Curse which the Law involved (owing to the fact that no 
man could obey it perfectly), under the malign domination 
of the tyrant Sin (which used the Law as its instrument), 
and under the evil, supernatural, angelic Powers by which 
this age was governed. And then by death he burst free 
from them all, ‘stripped them off’, and left them behind 
nailed to His Cross. Every Christian who threw himself 
into union with Christ by ‘ faith’, and was ‘baptized into 
Christ’, becoming a member of the Body of Christ and 
therefore a sharer in His Spirit by which that Body lived, 
was thenceforth ‘in Christ’, and all that had happened to 
Christ happened mystically to him. In Him he burst free 
from Sin, Law, and Curse, and the evil Powers, to live in 
the divine atmosphere of the Spirit (as a butterfly bursts 
free from his chrysalis fetters to revel in the free air of 
heaven), and thereby necessarily shared in His righteous- 
ness as his own. There is much more in St. Paul’s 
teaching which is connected with this, but that is the 
kernel of his thought. 

He was an inspired man, but not in such a way that he 
could set forth ‘infallibly’ the doctrine of the Atonement 
in its complexity. The sacrificial aspects of His death, 
which played a very small part in his teaching, are seen in 
1 Peter, r John, the Apocalypse, and above all Hebrews, the 
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typology of which formed the chief basis of the conceptions 
which Christians have formed about Christ as Victim and 
Priest. 


Authority 


This study of the nature of the inspiration of the New 
Testament helps to point to an answer to the difficult 
question of the nature of its authority. The word covers 
two quite different conceptions. On the one hand there is 
the authority of the expert. Whena great physicist makes 
a statement about radio-activity, or a physiologist about 
muscular activity, it is not difficult for the layman, who 
knows nothing about it, to accept his judgment in faith 
and trust. On the other hand there is the authority of an 
official—a king, a magistrate, a schoolmaster. The one 
can be represented by auctoritas, the other by fofestas. 
Both come into consideration in connexion with the 
authority of the Bible. The Jewish Church gave a 
gradual, diffusive consent to the marking off of certain 
books as sacred; and Jews submitted to their Church’s 
authority, the Jo/estas thus exercised. Christians accepted 
the same Old Testament canon from them. A similar 
diffusive consent of the Christian Church gradually marked 
off the New Testament canon, which comes to us by the 
potestas of the Church of the first two and a half centuries. 
We must never forget that the Church was there first. 
It made the New Testament by gradually differentiating 
certain books from all others. 

One aspect, then, of the authority of the Bible is the 
authority of the Church. But the question must, of 
course, be asked, What was it that led the Church 
gradually to rule in those particular books into the Canon 
and to rule out all others? Why was St. Matthew’s 
Gospel felt to be sacred and not the Gospel according to 
the Hebrews ? Why was the Epistle of /ude admitted and 


470 INSPIRATION AND VALUE 


not the Epistle of Barnabas? The Apocalypse of St. John 
and not the Apocalypse of Sz. Peter—and so on? That 
brings us to the other aspect of authority, the auctorttas of 
the Bible, the inherent right of the authors to offer us their 
teaching and impart their ideas because they were experts. 
And the real centre of the problem is—experts in what ? 
A thinking man will not bow to the authority of a mathe- 
matician when he happens to talk about botany or medicine. 
And we cannot be expected to bow to the authority of 
a Biblical writer on whatever subject he may happen to 
write: on history, for example; the expert writing of 
history is quite a modern science; no one in the first 
century approached the standard of accuracy now required. 
Or natural science ; how can any of them speak to us with 
infallible authority on natural science when they all, with- 
out exception, believed that the earth was the centre of the 
universe ? Or psychology ; what deference should we pay, 
on the subject of psychology, to any one in the twentieth 
century who held that the bowels were the organs of grief 
and compassion and other emotions? When we go to an 
expert we want him on his subject. It is quite certain 
that the Church of the second century did not reverence 
the books of the New Testament because of their science 
or psychology. They reverenced them for one reason 
only, and that was that the writers had lived so near to 
God, so intimate with Jesus Christ, or with those who had 
been intimate with Him, so deeply influenced by His 
Spirit, that they could write authoritatively on the things 
of God, on things spiritual and moral, on the great, main 
facts of history on which the Christian religion depended. 
Not absolutely free from errors even on their own subject. 
The greatest musician in the world does not always write 
perfect music. But when we want our soul to be filled 
with the spirit of music, we turn to Beethoven, Bach, 
Schubert, Chopin, and so on. Each of them does it 
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differently for us, but on his subject each of them is 
a supreme expert. And every book of the Bible gives 
us something different. Some of the writers are more 
spiritual, more profoundly inspired, than others, and in 
parts of the books more than in other parts. But their 
authority on the things of God, which the test of centuries 
has only enhanced, ranks higher for us than that of any 
other writers in the world. The New Testament is a 
collection of masterpieces of spiritual music. Its authority 
is that of spiritual experts, and we treat it as we should 
treat the authority of any supreme expert ov his subject. 
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1 Corinthians, 105, 109, 117-23, 134 f., 
141, 150, 155, 172. 

2 Corinthians, 109, 117, 119~28, 134 f., 
150, 155, 167, 172. 

Council at Jerusalem, 31, ro1-6, 133, 
136, 200 f, 

covenant, see dtathéhé, 

Crete, 180, 185. 

Curetonian Syriac, see Versions. 

cursives, 368. 


letters, 128, 141f., 


DATES, Synopt. Gospels, 27-36; 
events in Acts, 80f.; Acts, 36; 
Pauline Epistles, to9, 119; James, 
200-2; « Pet., 206f., 209, 212; 
Heb., 223-5; Jude, 230-2; 2 Pet., 
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236-8; Afoc., 248-50; 1 John, 
284. 


Decius, see Emperor. 

decrees of Council at Jerusalem, 83, 
IOI, 104-6, 133. 

Derbe, 118, r2gf., 132. 

destruction, or fall, of Jerusalem, 31, 
33, 220, 224 f., 249, 275, 295; tem- 
ple, 33, 220, 225, 252. 

diathéké, 5ia0nnn, 1 f., 216-18, 307. 

diatribé, 191. 

Diocletian, see Emperor. 

dittography, 364. 

Domitian, see Emperor. 

doublets in M2., 64. 

doxology in Rom., 142 f. 

dualism, 147f., 179 f. 


EAST, Canon of, 302-7, 309f., 315, 
317f., 320, 323, 336f., 341 f., 345 f, 
354-60. 

‘Eastern’ text, 369, 377-80, 386f., 
389 f., 400, 420, 425-9, 436, 440. 

Ebionism in L&., 72. 

ecclesia, 11 f., 196. 

Edessa, 318, 327, 342, 354, 359, 397, 
425-7; 436. 

Egyptian, see Versions, 

‘elder’ or ‘ presbyter’, 4, 6, 22 f., 48, 
59, 226, 268, 270f., 285 f., 335, 341. 

‘elements’, 148. 

Emperor: Augustus, 170, 249; Ti- 
berius, 35; Claudius, 28, 248; 
Nero, 27, 30, 36,77, 191, 206f., 
2irft., 2agf., 240, 248-50, 2092; 
Vespasian, I91, 240, 249; Domi- 
tian, 76, 192, 224, 232, 240, 248f., 
250-2, 272, 343; Nerva, 251; Tra- 
jan, ,211, 232, 248, 268; Hadrian, 
325 ; Severus, 346; Decius, 336; 
Diocletian, 348, 381; Justinian, 399. 

ending of M2., 57 f. 

Enoch, 229 n., 230. 

Epaenetus, 141. 

Epaphras, -oditus, 145-7. 

Epaphroditus, 146, 165 f., 170. 

Ephesians, 109, 142, 153-65, 169, 171, 
183, 206 f., 284. 

Ephesus, 81, 99, 113, 117-22, 131 f., 
134f., 141 f., 168, 170-2, 180, 187 f., 
249, 251 f., 267 f., 275, 281, 284 f., 
293. 

epistles, the writing of, 109, 292, and 
see Catholic, Pauline, 

Erastus, 120, 140. 

Ethiopic, see Versions. 

Euodia, 166. 

European Latin, 369, 382-5, 387-9, 
gor f, 4g2f., 438f. 


SUBJECTS 


Euthalian, 386 f., 389-91. 

Eutychus, 91. 

Evangelion da-Mehallete, 327; da-Me- 
pharreshe, 327, 391, 425-1- 


FAMINE at Jerusalem, 102-4, 133. 

Felix, 88, 102. 

‘four-document’ theory, 47, 62. 

Fourth Gospel, see John. 

fragments of letters, r21f., 141f, 
167, I71, 185, 219, 311. 


GAIUS, (i) 132, (ii) 140, (iii) 286 f. 

Galatia, 80, 105 #., 106, 129-35, 204- 

Galatians, 96f., 102-7, 109, 129-37; 
144, 167, 172. ; 

Galilee, ministry in, 21, 23 f., 26, 82, 
259. 

Gallio, 80, r10. 

Gamaliel, 34. 

Genealogy, 9, 16, 29, 65, 71, 324- 

Georgian, see Versions. 


Gnosticism, 151, 175, 178-81, 265, 
279f., 287 f., 330. 

‘Gospel’, 7, 56, 329. 

Gospels: Canon, 294-308, 329-31, 


348, 352 f., 355, 358; criticism, 369- 
85, 398, 400, 434 f., 439 f. 
Gothic, see Versions. 


HADRIAN, see Emperor. 

Harclean Syriac, see Versions. 

Hebrew, 40, 50, 56, 65 f., 69-71. 

Hebrews, 8, 159, 184, 189, 211-28, 
281; canon, 316-18, 333-7, 349; 
352 f, 355-8. 

heretics, 323-8. 

Herod, 72, 273 7. 

Hesychius, -ian, revision, 371, 402, 
418 f., 424. 

homoeoteleuton, 364. 


IMPRISONMENT of St. Paul, 33, 
80, 152, 163, 168f., r7rf.,~18a, 
185 f. 

Infancy narratives, 15, 25, 40, 49, 65, 
69 f. 

‘Insertion, The Great’, 26. 

interpret, -er, 48 f., 193, 325. 

Irish work in MSS., 373, 385, 397: 

Itala, 433 f. 


JAMES the Apostle, 269 f., 273-5. 

James of Jerusalem, 96 f., too f., 103, 
107, IQI-4, 230, 269. 

James, 32, 189-202, 206, 209, 218, 
and see Catholic Epistles. 

Jerusalem, 23f., 26f., 78-80, 82~4, 
88, 9%, I00-2, 191, 193, and see 
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collection, Council, 
visits, 

John the Apostle, 83f., 103, 250-2, 
264-75, 339, 343-5- 

John Mark, see Mark. 

John the Elder, 251 f., 264-74, 285-7, 
343 f. 

John, 7, 23 f., 33, 42, 45, 60, 159, 250~ 
2, 255-78, 279, 281-6, gol, 303, 
306, 324, &c. 

1 John, 159, 178 ., 251, 267, 279-84, 
287, and see Catholic Epistles, 

2, 3 John, 268, 271, 281, 283 f., 285-8, 
and see Catholic Epistles. 

Joseph, 65. 

Judaean ministry, 23 f., 26, 258. 

Judas the Galilean, 34 f. 

Jude the Apostle, 191 f. 

Jude, 178 1., 189, 228-34, 237, and see 
Catholic Epistles. 

Justinian, see Emperor. 

Justus, 185 7. 


destruction, 


Kadegis, 25. 


La source of Lk., 47 f.,67f., 72. 

Laodicea, -ans, 146, 163-5, 249. 

Latin, Old, see African, European, 
Versions. 

latinisms, 37, 182, 430. 

‘letter, the sorrowful’, rar, 124-8. 

letters, see fragments. 

- libertinism, see antinomianism. 

logia, 4, 41, 43, 58-63, 68, 306. 

Luke, 14-17], 25-7, 29, 33-6, 39f, 
43 f., 59-63, 68-72, 295, &c. 

Luke, St., 145, 185, 187, 223, 225, 


335: 
Lysanias, 35. 


M a source of Matt., 47, 62, 66-8. 


‘Marcionite prologue’, 135 %., 145, 
313. 
Mark, 6, 12-14, 17-25, 27-31, 36f., 


41 f., 46, 292, &c. 
Mark, John, 83 f., 145, 186, 188, 252. 
Matthew, 8-12, 17-22, 28 f., 31-3, 38- 
40, 42 f., 65-8, 293, &c. 
Matthew the Apostle, 4-7, 41, 58, 63. 
‘Memoirs’ of Justin, 299 f. 
midrash, 9, 65. 
Miletus, 87 f., 91, 157 f., 187. 
minuscules, see cursives, 
‘ Monarchian prologue’, 39 ». 
mutilation in Mk., 25, 56-8, 65 7. 
Mysia, 130. 


NATIVITY, see Infancy. 
Nero, see Emperor. 


SUBJECTS 


Nerva, sce Emperor. 
‘neutral text’, 415, 417, 421, 430f., 
440 f. 


OLD TESTAMENT, 44, 157, 178, 
225 f., 229, 277f., 282, 291, 300f., 
320 f, 351 ”., 370-2, 443-6; ful. 
filled in the New, 3-5, 10, 53, 65, 
203, 215, 217, 220, 201, 303 f., and 
see testimonia. 

‘ Omission, the Great ’, 26, 56 f. 

Onesimus, 145, 151 f. 
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PALESTINIAN Syriac, see Versions. 

‘panel’, 79-81, 129 f. 

particularism in Maitt., 9, 12. 

Pastoral Epistles, 142, 156, 158, 162, 
177-86, 206, 231 f. 

Patmos, 248, 251, 272. 


Paul, St.: death, 33, 36f., 77, 108, 
212, 249. 
Epistles, ch. v; canon, 3r0-15, 


333, 348, Beet *» 355, 3583 criti- 


cism, 369, oe 9-92, 400. 

in Acts, 95-106. 

relation to Hebrews, 220 f,, 225 f.; 
to James, 194, 201. 

speeches of, 86-8, too-2, 157 f. 

Pentecost, 80 f., 119 f. 

Peraea, 23, 26. 

Peshitta, see Versions. 

Peter, St., 202-12. 
behind M&., 6f., 12, 24, 28 f., 31, 

36f., 48, 50, 64, 93. 
in Acts, 73, 79, 83 f., 96 f., 103, 106f, 
prominent in Matt., 68. 
relation to 2 Pet., 207, 209, 235 f. 
speeches of, 86 f., 208. 

1 Peter, 8, 158f., 189, 192, 199 f., 202— 
12, 223, 227, 235 f., and see Catho- 
lic Epistles. 

2 Peter, 156, 178%., 189, 207, 209, 
228, 233-8, 294, 315, 320, and see 
Catholic Epistles. 

Philemon, 109, 145, 151 f., 169, 185 f., 
313, 333: 

Philip the Apostle, 2609 f. 

Philip the Deacon, 227, 269 f. 

Philippi, 88, 91, 110, 119, 171, 188. 

Philippians, 109, 165-72, 185. 

Philoxenian Syriac, see Versions. 

Phoebe, 140-2. 

Phrygia, 113, 129-31. 

physician, St. Luke the, 35, 92-4. 

Pontus, 130, 204, 208. 

praetorium, 168 f. 

‘presbyter ’, see elder. 

primitive corruptions, 441. 

Prisca, -illa, 118, 141, 227. 
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prologue or preface of L., 25, 40, 69, 
741., 81; of John, 283, 324, and 
see Marcionite, Monarchian. 

mpotepov, 133 f. 

Proto-Luke, 33, 47, 68 f. 


Q, Tb 26, 44, 46-8, 5° f., 58-64, 66-8, 
79, 90, 291, 329. 


ROMANS, 109, 134£., 137-45, 165; 
172, 198 f., 205-7, 219 %., 223. 

Rome, connexion with: M&., 30, 36 f., 
292 f.; Lk. and Acts, 40, 73, 77-81 
85, 88, 100 ; Pauline Epistles, 140 f., 
144 f., 151 f., 163, 168-7o, 185 f.; 
1 Pet., 204, 211; Heb., 219 f., 222- 
4, 228; Apoc., 239, 242 f., 245. 

Rufus, 37. 


SAHIDIC, see Versions. 

Severus, see Emperor. 

Silas, Silvanus: connected with St. 
Paul, 82f., 98, 110 f., 113, 116, 129 ; 
with St. Peter, 204 f., 207 f., 209 7., 
210, 227, 235. 

Simon Magus, 28, 95, 324. 

Sinaitic Syriac, see Versions. 

sources: of Matt. and Lk.: Mk., 48- 
50; Q, 58-64; others, 65-72; of 
Acts, 81-5, 90, 99. 

Spain, 140, 186. 

Spanish work in MSS.,-382, 387, 397- 

Stephen, 79, 84, 95, 221. 

oTolxeia, 148. 

Synod: Antioch, 290 ; Carthage, 352 ; 
Constantinople, 360 ; Laodicea, 290, 
358; Nicaea, 290; Rome, 349. 

Synoptic Gospels, ch. ii, 197, 255; 
257-60, &c.; Problem, 33, ch. iii, 
439. 

Syriac: Harclean, Old, Palestinian, 
Peshitta, Philoxenian, see Versions. 

‘Syrian’ text, 369, 414 f., 417f., and 
see Byzantine. 


rage, ‘in order’, 6, 23, 51. 
‘ Testament ’, see diathéké. 


testimonia, or proof texts, 3-5, 12, 56, 


SUBJECTS 


66, 3027., 310, and see Old Testa- 
ment. 
textus receptus, 58, 163, 402 f., 428. 


"1, 2 Thessalonians, 109-17, 150, 183. 


Tiberius, see Emperor. 

Timotheus, Timothy, 83, 98f., 111, 
113, I19f., 132, 134, 140, 145, 165; 
169, 185, 221. 

1, 2 Timothy, Titus, see Pastoral Epis- 
tles. 

Titus, 103, 121, 124, 126f., 135, 185, 
187. 

Trajan, see Emperor. 

Tiibingen theory, 74, 95, 207- 

‘two-document theory’, 46. 

Tychicus, 151, 153, 163 f. 


UNCIALS, 368. 
Ur-Evangelium, 50. 
Ur-Marcus, 50-3, 306. 


VERSIONS: Armenian,275, 399, 428. 

Coptic or Egyptian : Bohairic, Sa- 

hidic, 25, 2217., 275, 369, 372, 
374, 376 f. 

Ethiopic, 399. 

Georgian, 399, 428. 

Gothic, 400, 434. 

Latin: Old, 264, 393, 395, 425, 428, 
431-5, 438-40, and see African, 
European ; Vulgate, 135 ”., 143, 
313; 351; 395-7) 419, 434f, 437 f. 

Syriac, Harclean, 360, 398; Old, 
369, 377, 381, 395, 425-7, 439f., 
Sinaitic, 25, 58, 264, 272, 302%., 
369, 371, 377, 425, 428 and 
Curetonian, 272, 369, 371, 377f., 
425 ; Peshitta, 205, 302”., 327, 
359f., 377, 397-9, 426, 436f. ; 
Palestinian, 375, 398 f. ; Philoxe- 
nian, 360, 397 f. 

Vespasian, see Emperor. 
visits of St. Paul: Corinth, gg, 120 f., 
126f. ; Galatia, 133-5; Jerusalem, 

80, 96, 102-4, 106, 133. 

Vulgate, see Versions. 


“WESTERN non-interpolations’, 416, 
‘Western text’, 307, 369, 380-5, 387- 
9, 400, 404, 415 f., 420-2, 424-40. 
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AND WRITINGS 


ACTS of John, 251. 

Addai, Doctrine of, 318, 342, 358 f., 
427, 436. 

Ambrose, 325, 400, 433. 

‘ Ambrosiaster’, 144, 313 #., 333. 

Amphilochius, 358. 

Andreas, 323, 346, 358, 393- 

Anthony, 376. 

Aphraates, Aphrahat, 274, 400, 436. 

Apollonius, 268, 342, 345. 

Apostolic Constitutions, 360. 

Arethas, 358. 

Athanasius, 290, 353, 400. 

Athenagoras, 445. 

Augustine, 240, 351-3, 387, 400, 434. 


BARNABAS, Epistle of, 226f., 297, 
314, 320, 335, 339, 356f., 371. 

Basil, 163 ”., 357. 

Basilides, 180, 324. 


CASSIODORUS, 340. 

Cerinthus, 266, 280, 324. 

Chrysostom, 313, 359 f., 414, 418. 

Clement of Alexander, 28 f., 37, 180, 
223, 236, 289, 308, 324-6, 332f,, 
335, 339, 343, 400, 420, &c. 

Clement of Rome, and r Clement, 36, 
186, 201, 206, 222f., 225f., 280, 
294 f., &c. 

2 Clement, 294 f., 308, 321, 360, 394. 

Cornelius, 289. 

Cyprian, 143, 335, 339, 
400, 431 f. 

Cyprian, Pseudo-, 321, 339. 


341, 343, 387, 


DAMASUS, 349, 395, 434 f 

De Rebaptismate, 275. 

Diatessaron, see Tatian. 

Didache, or Teaching of the Apostles, 
32, 297, 309, 353f., 356f., 360 7. 

Didascatia, 360 n. 

Didymus, 354. 

Diodorus, 414. 

Diognetus, Epistle to, 76, 309, 314, 319. 

Dionysius of Alexandria, 251 f., 268, 
271, 285, 335f., 341, 343-5) 379, 
399: 

Dionysius of Corinth, 328. 

Disputation between Archelaus and 
Manes, 324. 


EBED-JESU, 350. 
Ebionites, Gospel of, 17 2., 324. 
ne Gospel according to, 296, 


Eilad and Modad, 206. 

Ephraem the Syrian, 332, 337; 372) 
400, 436-8. 

sets e 42, 248, 266, 324, 333, 


Epistula Apostolorum, 432 f. 

Eusebius, 28f., 39., 191, 206, 226, 
251, 268f., 271, 295%., 303, 307, 
320, 334f., 338f, 345, 354-7, 370, 
401, 419, 423, 438, &c. 

Euthalius, 390 f. 

Evagrius, 389-91. 


GEORGIUS Hamartolus, 273. 
Glaucias, 325. 

Gobar, Stephen, 334. 

Gregory of Nazianzus, 39, 357 f., 435. 
Gregory of Neo-Caesarea, 336, 342. 
Gregory of Nyssa, 274, 357. 


HEBREWS, Gospel according to,t7 n., 
303, 308, 324, 356. 

Hegesippus, 191 %., 192f., 232, 251, 
274 %., 289. 

Heraclas, 336. 

Heracleon, 326. 

Hermas, or the Shepherd, 202, 223, 
297, 309, 319, 321 f., 335, 349, 347; 
354, 356f., 371. 

Hippolytus, 250, 266, 324, 334, 338, 
343, 346f., 431, 455- 


IGNATIUS, 32, 36, 39, 171 ., 186, 
223, 267 f., 275, 302-4, 309, 312, 
315; 320. 

Irenaeus, 17, 27-9, 37f-, 48, 59, 180, 
248, 250, 266, 268-70, 307, 321, 
323, 332 f., 338, 342, 387, 400, 432f., 
445 f., &c 


JAMES, Protevangelion of, 308. 

Jerome, 28, 43, 180, 193, 248, 272 %., 
285, 303, 328, 330, 349-51, 423, 
434 f, &e. 

John of Damascus, 360. 

Josephus, 34 f., 93, 191 #., 201 #., 237. 

Jubilees, 229 n. 
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Junilius, 359. 
Justin, 236, 250, 298-300, 314, 319, 
323, 330, 400, 436, 444, &c. 


LACTANTIUS, 343. 
Leontius, 360. 
Lucifer of Cagliari, 388, 391, 400. 


MARCION, 17, 142 f., 163, 165, 180, 
308, 311, 313, 326f, 332f., 400, 
436, &c. 

Marutha, 436. 

Melito, 2. 

Methodius, 336, 345, 358. 

Moses, Assunzption of, Testament of, 
229 n. 


NAZARENES, Gospel of, 17, 43, 308. 
Nemesianus, 432. 

Nicephorus, 360. 

Novatian, 431. 


ODES of Solomon, 268, 445. 

Origen, 28, 143-5, 163, 191, 225, 227, 
250 f., 303, 321 f., 336 f., g40f., 343, 
378, 400, 419, 421-5, 427, &c. 


PALUT, 427. 

Pamphilus, 336, 342, 345, 354, 372; 
387, 390, 419, 423 f., 435. 

Pantaenus, 226 #., 335. 

Papias, 4, 6, 22, 40, 269-71, 273 f., 
285, 306f., 320, 323, &c. 

Paul, Acts of, 355-1: 

Pelagius, 333. 

Perpetua, Martyrdom of, 321. 

Peter, Acts of, 355. 

Peter, Apocalypse of, 236, 321, 339f., 


355-7: 
Peter, Gospel of, 300, 308, 355- 
Peter, Preaching of, 355. 
Philip of Side, 273. 
Philoxenus, 360, 397. 
Photius, 334, 340, 360. 


INDEX OF ANCIENT PERSONS 


Pierius, 423. 

Pius, 347- < 

Polycarp, 36, 206, 223, 249, 267-79, 
310, 312, 315, 320. 

Polycrates, 268 f., 280. 

Primasius, 393, 400. 

Priscillian, 382, 391, 400. 

Ptolemaeus, 326. 


RABBULA, 327, 359, 397: 


SCILLITAN Martyrs, Passion of, 
318, 334. 

Serapion, 300 7., 308, 427. 

Shepherd, see Hermas. 

Sibylline Oracles, 250, 321. 

Soter, 328. 

Syncellus, 274 n. 


TATIAN, and Diatessaron, 58, 180, 
261, 264, 326-8, 330, 377; 396, 400, 
425-7; 433, 436-9. 

Tertullian, 2, 143, 226, 250f., 3109, 
uae 325, 332-5, 343, 431 f., 446, 

cC. 


Themison, 342. 

Theodas, 325. 

Theodoret, 327 f., 359 f. 
Theodorus, 414. 

Theophilus, 330, 341, 345, 445: 
Theophylact, 28, 248. 

Thomas, Acts of (Judas), 321, 426. 
Twelve Apostles, Gospel of, 17 n. 
Tyconius, 240, 391, 400. 


ULPHILAS, 4oo. 


VALENTINUS, 3325. 


Victor, 268, 347, 396, 437. 

Victorinus, 248, 250 f. 

Vienne and Lyons, Epistle of, 236, 338, 
342; 433- 


ZEPHYRINUS, 347. 
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